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No appointment has, we believe, yet been made to the 
judgeship in the Court of Exchequer vacated by Sir Samuel 
Martin. Butit is generally thought that the post will 
be offered to a gentleman very well known at the Chan- 
cry bar. With a new system in view, under which 

court is to administer both law and equity, it is 
evident that neither branch of the bar can for the future 
exclusively supply the bench in any of the courts. And 
at the time when the Judicature Act was still in progress 
through the House of Commons, the then Attorney- 
General gave something like a pledge that, to assist in 
the fusion of law and equity, the common law 
bench should, in some form or other, be reinforced 
by some men specially familiar with equity. “He 
thought that in both the equity and common law courts 
there should be persons competent to give information on 
points respecting which the judges, having been brought 
up under a different system, were naturally wanting, and 
itwas the intention of the Chancellor that everything 
necessary and proper for the administration of the law 
under the bill should be done.” We may presume that 
the Lord Chancellor has had this object in view if, as is 
believed, he has made the selection to which we refer. 














Is ir To BE TAKEN as one of the recognised advantages 
of the position of a county court judge, that it enables 
the holder to provide for his son by bestowing upon him 
the position of registrar? About a year ago we had 
gecasion to remark upon the appointment by Mr. Pitt 
Taylor of his son, a young gentleman at that time of a 
few months’ standing in the profession, to the office of 
tegistrar of the Greenwich County Court. This week we 
we learn from a Liverpool journal that Mr. Hulton, judge 
of the Preston County Court, has appointed his son, Mr. 
F. C. Hulton, to be registrar; that the appointment is 
dated December 27th,.and that it has been approved by 
the Lord Chancellor. We find from the Law List that 
the new registrar was admitted in 1863; he is therefore 
presumably possessed of experience, and for aught we know 
may be well qualified for the post. But in the interest 
alike of the profession and the public, we protest against 
the introduction of a practice which tends to deprive 
Solicitors of one of the few prizes open to them, and to 
‘take away from the public all security that an important 
office will be worthily filled. 





Oncr Morr tHE Lorps have been solemnly entreated 
hot to surrender their judicial functions. In long 
letters to the Times Mr., Stuart Wortley Q.C., and 
My. F. Calvert, Q.C., have taken up the cudgels re- 
cently wielded by Sir George Bowyer, and have at- 
tacked the constitution of the new Court of Appeal. 
The letter of the latter gentleman deserves some con- 
sideration as enforcing a rather prevalent objection. He 
does not refer to the notion so much harped upon by his 
Predecessor—that the want of an intermediate court will 





cause the ultimate court to be overwhelmed with work. 
He is, doubtless, aware of the difficulty of overwhelming 
with work an appeal court which is able to sit at the 
same time im four divisions. But he repeats Sir George’s 
argument as to the confusion which will result from 
conflicting decisions of these divisions. How is it that 
the writers who discuss the constitution of the Court of 
Appeal so pertinaciously overlook the effect of the pro- 
visions in the Act (section 53) directing that “every 
appeal to the Court of Appeal shall be heard or deter- 
mined either by the whole court or by a divisional court,” 
and that “any appeal which for any reason may be 
deemed fit to be re-argued before decision, or to be re- 
heard before final judgment, may be so re-argued or 
re-heard before a greater number of judges, if the Court 
of Appeal shall think fit so to direct’’? The result 
will be that any question upon which conflict of opinion 
prevails among the members of the Court of Appeal will 
be heard and decided by either the whole court or a large 
number of the judges of the court, and the decision will 
be accepted as conclusive by all the divisional courts. 
If the point is one upon which conflicting decisions have 
occurred in the Courts of First Instance, the hearing be- 
fore the Court of Appeal will doubtless be held before such 
a number of the judges as will settle the law once for all. 
If a division of the Court of Appeal finds itself likely 
to differ from a decision of another division, it will 
doubtless request that the case may be re-argued before 
the full court, ora majority of the judges. So that, ifthe 
provisions of the Judicature Act are worked as we may 
reasonably expect that they will be worked, “ confusion” 
arising from conflicting decisions of the same weight can 
never occur. But it must be admitted that these pro- 
visions will not prevent the uncertainty, which in the 
latter case may exist, as to whether the law laid down 
hy a division may not afterwards be dissented from by 
the full court. This objection, however, may prove in 
practice to be groundless. Though the Court is em- 
powered to sit in divisions, it is to be remembered that 
it will constitute one court; the judges of any division 
will have opportunities of discussing the questions be- 
fore them with their brethren of the other divisions; of 
ascertaining whether conflict of opinion prevails among 
them, and, if so, of having the case at once remitted for 
the decision of the full court. 

A similar want of observation of the practical 
working of the new court appears in Mr. Calvert’s re- 
marks on the transfer to it of the appeals now heard 
before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
“These appeals,’ he says, “are now heard . . . 
greatly to the satisfaction of India and of the colonies. 
Whether the same satisfaction would be felt were these 
appeals mixed up with appeals from our Courts of 
Common Law and Equity seems to be an experiment 
which ought rather to be avoided. The judges of the 
court have, to a great extent, been selected on account 
of their proficiency in those laws.” The answer to this 
is tolerably obvious. There will be no mixing up of 
appeals. The appeals, when and if transferred, will 
doubtless be heard by a separate division of the 
Court of Appeal, of which, by the Judicature Act, the 
salaried members of the Judicial Committee are consti- 
tuted ordinary judges. Surely this is very much like 
the “letting well alone’? which Mr. Calvert desires to 
see adopted. 





An Act or Last sgsston (36 Vict. c. 17), provided for the 
redemption or commutation of the India 10} per Cent, 
Stock, and the terms on which the holders are to be paid 
off have been recently announced, Shortly stated, those 
terms are either payment in cash on the 30th April next 
of £200 for every £100 of stock, or transfer of an 
amount of reduced Three per Cents., or of India Four per 
Cent. Stock, worth, we believe, at present prices rather 
more than £200. Assuming that these stocks will not 
fall in value, the balance of advantage in the case 
of trustees—by whom a very large proportion of the 
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India 103 per Cent. Stock is held—is in favour of commu- 
tation ; since thereby all expense of re-investment is saved. 
But the statute (section 12) requires the direction of 
a judge of the Court of Chancery to the commutation in 
all cases where the cestuis que trust are under disability, 
or where persons yet unborn may become interested 
under the trust, and also in the case of trustees 
holding for persons having limited interests, unless all 
persons beneficially interested consent in writing to the 
commutation. It has been pointed out in several letters 
to the 7'imes that the expense and delay attending applica- 
tion to the Court of Chancery will in these cases, which 
represent the circumstances of a considerable proportion of 
the trustee-holders of the stock, outweigh the advan- 
tages arising from commutation. For our part we do 
not anticipate that many such applications will be 
made. <xor if atrustee is prohibited by his trust deed 
from investing in India Four per Cents., or reduced Three 
per Cents, it is not likely that the Court of Chancery 
would direct him to commute; and if he has power to 
invest on those securities, and chooses to do so on his 
own responsibility by the machinery of commutation, 
the Court of Chancery could hardly punish him for 
benefiting the trust estate by saving it the costs of an 
application to the Court or the costs of reinvesting in the 
very same securities as those for which he has com- 
muted. The only case in which the indemnity given by 
the direction of the judge would seem to be of practical 
use toa trustee is the improbable event of the stock 
accepted in commutation being on 30th April next 
less in value than the amount of such stock which 
the sum for which the India 103 per cent. stock 
is to be redeemed—viz., £200—could then pur- 
chase in the market. Bearing in mind the cost of an 
application to the Court, or of reinvestment, we think 
that the Legislature, if indeed it ever had this contin- 
gency in its contemplation, might wisely have given a 
general and absolute indemuity to trustees authorised 
to invest in either of the securities offered by way of 
commutation. 


THOUGH No INTIMATION of any intention to postpone the 
coming into operation of the Judicature Act has yet been 
given, the impression gains ground that such a course 


will have to be adopted. We believe that the general 
opinion of the profession is in favour of a year’s delay. 
It is felt that the time which, under existing arrange- 
ments, will be available for the discussion of the rules, 
upon which the working of the Act so much depends, will, 
in all probability, be too short to allow of that thorough 
sifting which they ought to undergo before they are 
finally settled. Morcover, the interval between their 
issue in a complete form and the 2nd of November next 
will almost certainly be too short to enable the members 
of the profession to familiarise themselves with so im- 
portant a revolution in procedure as they will effect. We 
doubt not that the utmost diligence will be employed on 
the part of the learned gentlemen who are drafting the 
rules, but to anyone who considers the formidable nature 
of their task it will be obvious tha‘ rapid progress is im- 
possible. 


A &FPORT WILL BE YouND, in another column, of a case 
recently decided in the Manchester County Court, on 
the question whether, since the passing of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1870, a married woman, carrying 
on 4 business separately from her husband, can be sued 
for the price of goods supplied to her in the way of 
trade. The learned judge decided the question in the 
negative. He does not appear to have been aware that 
the point had ever been raised. In point of fact, how- 
ever, the matter had been very ably discussed in a 
county court case of Hutton vy. Marriott (15 8. J. 289.) 
The action in that case took the form of an action 
for salary and wrongful dismissal against two mar- 
ried women trading as ironfounders separately from 
their husbands; and the judge (Mr. M‘Taggart), 





after an elaborate consideration of the Act ang 
the law previous to its passing, very reluctantly came tg 
the conclusion that, while the Act gave female traders: 
power to sue in respect of their separate earnings, it did 
not impose a corresponding liability upon them to be 
sued by persons contracting with or trusting them ag 
traders. We may remark that we had shortly before (15 
S. J. 4) anticipated this decision. Whatever may be thought 
of the intention of the Legislature in making such a pro. 
vision, it may, we think, be taken as clear that the effect of 
the recent statute is to enable a certain class of traders to 
sue for moneys owing to them in respect of their 

while in regard to debts contracted by them in the 
course of their trade, neither they nor anyone else can 
be sued ; for, of course, in the cases in question the pre. 
sumption of the women being agents of their husbands 
cannot arise, and so the husbands can be under no lig. 
bility. The only remedy in such cases is by bill or 
plaint in equity, seeking to charge the female debtor's 
separate estate. 








QUARTER SESSIONS. 


The administration of the law by county magistrates 
has often been made the subject of comment in the 
newspapers, and “ justices’ justice” has passed into g 
common saying. We are fur from thinking that there 
has not been considerable exaggeration with regard to 
many of the cases that have been complained of. But 
we cannot doubt that there is in many instances good 
ground for objection to the administration of the law by 
persons wholly without technical knowledge and that 
greater breadth of view and more judicial temperament 
which a professional lawyer must, to some extent, acquire 
in the course of his career. It appears to us in particular 
that the present mode of administering justice at Quarter 
Sessions is open to very considerable objection. It may 
be said that the business done at these courts is not 
generally of a very serious character, and that it tends 
rather to diminish, since the great diminution in the 
number of appeals, by reason of the various alterations 
of the law. But, on the other hand, it should be remem. 
bered that these courts have the power of inflicting long 
terms of penal servitude in the case of previous convic- 
tions, and it by no means follows that because the 
charges with which they deal are, for the most part, 
not of the gravest nature, the facts may not be as 
complicated, and require as skilful handling as those 
involved in charges of a more serious character, 
A case of murder may be really simpler to try than 
one of larceny. 

We have no wish to deny that there are some 
chairmen of Quarter Sessions little, if at all, inferior 
in ability to any professional man who is likely 
to be appointed to such an office, but there are many 
chairmen who, with the best intentions, are certainly not 
fit for the office, and the mode of election does not by 
any means sufficiently guarantee the selection of one of 
the former rather than one of the latter class. Ina 
county all manner of social considerations will always 
govern the choice. The man with the large estate—it 
may be the possessor of a title of some sort—to whom 
his neighbours look up as a man of pre-eminent social 
distinction, must almost necessarily be preferred if he 
put himself forward to one of considerably inferior 
social influence and distinction, who, however, may be 
the fitter man in respect of business qualifications and 
knowledge of the world. The result is that a man may 
be selected who is not possessed of the requisite mental 
ability, not to speak of technical knowledge. But the 
want of this latter quality gives rise to certain 
factory features. The judge on the bench is inferior in 
knowledge of the law to the counsel practising before 
him. ‘The result is the curious fecling which the layman 
always entertains towards the technical expert—@ 
strange mixture of contempt and secret self-distrust 
Consequently a leading counsel at sessions, if, as often 
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happens, he exceeds his rivals largely in business, has ) 


sometimes too much influence if the point be a technical 
oe not giving rise to any of the prejudices of the 

istrate, and sometimes, if the matter be one on 
which the bench is likely to be prejudiced, even he can- 
not prevent them from treating sound legal distinctions 
with contempt. There is an amount of uncertainty as to 
the decision of such a tribunal that is highly unsatis- 
factory. 

Then, again, it is obvious to anyone attending Quarter 
Sessions that justices press the case against prisoners in 
amanner which judges of assize never permit themselves 
todo. It isnot that the judges do not put the facts that 
really tend to show guilt quite as strongly before 
the jury as the chairmen of Quarter Sessions can 
do, but they do so with an impartial tone and 
manner, whereas the chairman of sessions constantly 
Jets his animus be seen. The reason is, no doubt, that 

mers are in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred guilty, 
and the desire of the magistrate that the prisoner should 
be convicted is, in truth, a laudable one, but there are 
different ways of doing the same thing, and a great part 
of the object of the administration of justice is that it 
should be administered in an edifying manner. It is not 
desirable that the prisoners and the prisoners’ friends 
ad the humbler members of the general public should 
look upon the magistrate as all of a piece with the 
prosecution and the police. The writer has witnessed 
instances in which the case against the prisoner has 
been pressed by the chairman with a kind of feeble 
virlence intensely objectionable to the professional 


Another objection to Quarter Sessions appears to us 
tobe that the tribunal is of too local a character. This 
tather applies to some of the questions that arise on ap- 
peals, which, no doubt, are not nowvery numerous. But in 
meh cases the magistrates very likely have talked about 
and considered all the cases over and over again, and made 
wp their minds, or become, at any rate, considerably 
biassed before they come into court. Some persons may, 
pethaps, think there is an advantage in this, butit is cer- 
tainly opposed to our present notions of what constitutes 
fitness in a tribunal, and savours rather of the old notion of 
the jury de vicineto. How far local prejudice may really 
operate on the minds of justices in their decisions may be 
open to question, but there is no doubi that the public 
think that it does, and this alone is perhaps a sufficient 
objection. The average country gentleman can hardly be 
said to be the least likely person to be the subject of 
Ptejudice with regard to local matters. 

The indispensable qualification of a judge, whether he 
iscalled upon to decide things great or small, is a judicial 
habit of mind, and this, though occasionally natural, is 
more generally the result of education. If this canon 
be admitted, it is obvious that the present system of 
Quarter Sessions is objectionable. It would not neces- 
tarily involve much expense to appoint paid chairmen of 

Sessions for the performance of the judicial 
business, If the duties remained as at present, & com- 
vely slight remuneration would suffice, as it does in 
case of recorders. ‘Ihe post would be one involving 
Some status, and would most likely be sought after by 
Pmctising barristers of sufficient ability quite as much 
Srecorderships now are. It might also be a question 
Whether if it were established that professional law- 
Jets should be chairmen of Quarter Sessions, more busi- 
Ress might not be thrown into the hands of the sessions, 
the appointment of chairman be made of corres- 

ly greater importance and value. 


feo 





A Manchoster paper states that the summonses issued b 
nm of the Board of ‘Trade against the Lancashire an 
Yorkshire Railway Company, under the 34 & 35 Vict., 
6, for not reporting accidents attended with loss of 
to which we recently alluded, wero returnable at the 


ce court on Wednesday morning; but they were 
wn, 


THE LICENSING ACT, 1872. 
(Continued from p. 179.) 

“Subject as hereinafter mentioned” are the opening 
words of section 24 as to closing hours, and the section 
will be found to be subject to no less than four excep- 
tions ; (1) the justices’ order of alteration ; (2) the saving 
for travellers and lodgers; (3) the order of exemption ; 
and (4) the occasional licence. The enactment as to the 
order of alteration has this grave defect, that the order 
when made, the operation of which is suspended for a 
month, is meanwhile to be advertised only “ in such manner 
as the licensing justices shall direct.” It wotld be 
better that the justices should be directed to endorse the 
new hours upon each licence, and should also be bound to 
advertise the fact and nature of the alteration in Some 
specified manner during the month preceding the time 
when the order is to come into effect. The public have 
an interest in some such provision as well as the licence 
holders, inasmuch as by section 25 any person found on 
licensed premises during closing hours is liable to 
a penalty. If, however, this course should be adopted, it 











would be well to preclude by express words the sugges- 
tion that the validity of the order depended on these for- 
malities being complied with. As to the saving for travel- 
lers, we had early (16S. J.841) expressed a doubt whether 
the Act would be held to have effected any change in the 
law which cast the burden of proof on the informer. It 
has however been decided that it has effected that 
change, and such being the decision the only question 
is, does it necessitate any change in the law? and we 
are of opinion that it does. We doubt whether any 
definition of a bond fide traveller, even the definition 
suggested in Sir S. Ibbetson’s Bill of 1872, “a'person who, 
being in a neighbourhood other than that in which he 
resides, stands in need of rest or refreshment,” though 

it is the best definition we remember to have seen, would 
meet the difficulty; and we cannot but think that the 

proper ground of exculpation is that which we suggested 
(16 S. J. 841), namely, the existence in the publican of 

a reasonable belief that the person supplied was a bond 
Jide traveller. If,hOwever, no alteration in this direction 

be made, we would suggest that it would be but bare 
justice to the publican to modify the common law so far 
as to make the refusing to receive a traveller (during 
closing hours) no longer indictable and actionable, which 
at present it undoubtedly is (1 Hawkins, 714, 8th ed.) 

Lastly, upon this section, we must observe that we 
cannot understand why in all places, exceptthemetropolitan 
district, the justices should have power to compel public 
houses to continue closed till six in the morning. A 
great preponderance of reasoning is in favour of early 
closing, but we can scarcely imagine that there is any 
substantial reason against early opening, at least in the 
country, and there can be no doubt about the grievous 
inconvenience caused in rural districts by delaying 
the opening till the labourer, who has often to start from 
home without breakfast, is already at his work. 

The orders of exemption from closing (s. 26) have, we 
believe, given so much trouble that it has been suggested 
to abolish them altogether, and to extend the hours for 
all alike instead. But the order of exemption, we would 
remark, is no new thing; it was introduced into the Act 
from the Public House Closing Act, 1865, and the very 
fact that it followed so closely upon the Public House 
Closing Act, 1864, would seem to show that some such 
power is absolutely necessary. We are not so sure, 
however, whether an exemption is necessary in respect 
of theatres, as those institutions are provided with a 
special excise licence under 5 & 6 Will. 4, ce. 39, 8. 7, 
which is expressly saved by section 72 of the present 
Act. And even if the difficulty of dealing out the orders 
of exemption fairly is insuperable, we would suggest that 
the exemption is one in the interest of the public, not af 
the publican, and that being made ex necessitate rei, the 
public are entitled to it, whether the manner of carrying 
it out may operate unduly in favour of any particular 
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publican or not. The occasional licence (s. 29) does not, 
we think, call for any remark, except that the section, 
and the four several enactments to which we referred 
last week as to the sale of liquor on “special occasions,” 
might with advantage be consolidated. 

So long an interval must elapse before the elaborate 
provisions in section 31 as to the disqualification of pre- 
mises can take effect, that we cannot think them of much 
use even as a deterrent. However, if they are to remain, 
we think they might perhaps be supplemented by a provi- 
sion in aid of the landlord, giving him power summarily to 
eject a tenant within (say fourteen days) after a recorded 
conviction. This, however, might tend to diminish the 
care which the existing provisions enforce upon landlords 
in selecting respectable and trustworthy tenants. A more 
useful enactment upon this head would be that which 
was, we believe, recommended by the report of the 
House of Commons Committee in 1854, that the con- 
victing justices should have power to direct the tempo- 
rary closing of any house upon a recorded conviction. 

There is, we believe, no doubt that the confirmation of 
new licences under sections 37, 38 is in the absolute dis- 
cretion of the confirming body, who, we should imagine, 
are intended to exercise their discretion subject to the 
game rules as to the hearing of evidence which govern 
the justices below (as to which see Reg. v. Walsall 
Justices, 3 W. R. 69). But some statutory definition of 
their powers is, we think, very desirable; and we may 
notice here that any definition of the principles under 
which new licences are intended to be granted is con- 
spicuous by its absence from all the existing Licensing 
Acts, except in the case of licences for the sale of beer 
and wine not to be drunk on the premises, under section 
8 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869. 

The suggestion that the municipal authorities should 
take the place of the licensing justices, which has re- 
ceived much favour lately, is one which we do not think 
should be adopted. It would introduce the bad principle 
of an elective judicature, and the canvassing by teetotal- 
lers on the one side and licensed victuallers on the other 
would soon become a public nuisance at the period of 
municipal elections, and would inevitably, we think, lead 
to quo warrantos without end. In short, it would be a 
first step to a Permissive Bill. Moreover; the elite of the 
municipal authorities is already on the bench. 

The notices prescribed by section 40 are in our opinion 
sufficient; and we cannot regret that the certificate of 
character to be signed by six ratepayers not engaged in 
the trade, has been abolished ; for unless the six certify- 
ing ratepayers could be made sureties for the good 
behaviour of the applicant, their certificate, so easily ob- 
tained, is of little value. Sub-section 2 of section 40 
merely calls for the remark that sections 4 and 14 of the 
Act of 1828 in the same subject matter, which are by 
far the most perplexing part of licensing law (see the 
cases collected and commented on, 17 S. J. 240), much 
need explanation. It may be doubted also whether the 
justices should not be required to scrutinise afresh the 
character of a transferee, when he comes for a renewal 
of his licence, and whether he should not for that reason 
be excluded from the privileges of section 42. The 
discretion of the justices isin each case absolute (see 
Reg. v. Kowell, L. RK. 7 Q. B. 490), buta natural willing- 
ness in the justices to respect the vested interests of the 
transferor is only too likely to lead them to accept a 
transferee whom they ought to reject in the interest of 
the public. 

Sub-section 2 of section 42 as to notice of opposition to 
renewal, besides containing a logical puzzle, which may, 
however, be unravelled by careful attention, and is not 
composed, as might seem at first sight, of two clauses 
mutually repugnant, contains also « provision which 
might work great injustice. The obvious intention of the 
mab-section wns to give the publican at least seven days 
time to prepare his defence in case of opposition to re- 
newal, but the second clause fixes no limit of time for 
this purpose ; #0 that the advocatus diaboli in the shape 





a - ——— 
of a police constable may unexpectedly oppose the gg, 
newal on one day, and (notice to the publican being the 
only requisite) the renewal may be refused the next, a 
far as the letter of the sub-section is concerned. 

Section 42 concludes with the words “ licences ghajj 
be renewed and the . . . discretion of justices . . . shal) 
be exercised as heretofore.”” We have already remarkeg 
upon the all-important distinction between licengggs 
under the Acts of 1828 and 1869. Now, we believe, wp 


are quite correct in saying that the practice of justiog 
has always been to exercise their absolute discretion ig 
the case of licencees under the Act of 1828, with a king 
of self-imposed limitation, corresponding to the stai 

one existing under the Act of 1869. 


Still we think i 
very desirable that the limitation, whatever it may be, 
should be the same by statute in both cases. ‘The abgg. 
lute power of depriving a man of his livelihood without 
rendering reasons, is too great to be reposed in the hands 
of the justices ; and so long as no statutory lines are fixed, 
justices may possibly act, or may be reputed to ag 
(which would be almost equally unfortunate), at the dic 
tate of their teetotal or anti-teetotal prejudices in the 
granting or refusing renewals. 

The case of Reg. v. Mann (21 W. R. 329, L. R.8Q.B 
235) has, in the manner we had predicted (16 S. J. 841, 
934), settled the controversy, which attracted, we think, 
more uttention than it deserved, as to the exemption of 
houses holding the general public-house licence before 
the Act from the valuation clauses (sees. 46). Bute 
cannot but think that it is highly desirable to repeal the 
valuation clauses altogether. They have given, and will 
continue to give, much trouble, aud cause much expense, 
without a corresponding advantage. The annual rent of 
a house is determined by numerous local circumstanegs, 
such as population, the number of houses of a like cha. 
racter in its vicinity, &c.. which have nothing to do with 
the question whether it is large and well-built enough 
for its proposed purpose. A far more useful provision is 
that of section 45 that “the premises shall be structurally 
adapted to the class of licence” which is applied for, and 
if this could only be supplemented by provisions en 
suring proper size, warmth, and ventilation, all necessity 
for the rating clauses would disappear. 

There is no necessity, we believe, for adopting the 
suggestion that teetotallers should be excluded from the 
licensing bench, upon the same principle that brewers 
are excluded under section 60. Partiality from opinion 
is quite a distinct motive to partiality from interest. The 
latter is a well-known common law disqualification ; the 
former is not. The remedy for prejudice, if any, is the 
closer statutory definition of the terms of refusing 4 
licence, which we have already suggested. 

We have already observed (ante, p. 78) on the absurd 
result to which the minimum penalty of section 67 may 
lead. But minimum penalties upon summary convictions 
are always bad, and are, we believe, rapidly disappear 
ing from the statute-book. One pound is too much 
pay for the venial offence, say, of the sale of liquor one 
minute after closing hours, and as justices have no 
power to dismiss an information where the law is prove 
to have been infringed, however slightly, the minimum 





penalty must prove a serious practical difficulty in al- 


ministering the law. In the case of excise offences, 
where the penalty is of the nature of a recompense ® 
the Crown for gains made in contravention of the excise 
laws, minimum penalties are defensible enough; bit 
where the penalty is supposed to be adjusted to the 
degree of guilt in the mind of the offender, it is vey 
different. 

We will just say of the interpretation clause (section 
74) that it is the very worst place in which a new 
justices’ licence could have been created, as appear 
to be the effect of the 5th paragraph. Nor is the 
repealing section (section 75) the proper place 
applying the Act to billiard licences under 8 & 

c, 109, and which, by the way, is done by a clause @ 
which we, at any rate, cannot attach any precise memllr 
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ing. Perhaps the most important decision under the 
Act has been Reg. v. Smith (21 W. R. 382, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
146), upon which, under the name of Reg. v. Justices of 
Southport, we have already commented (17 8. J. 284). 


The necessity of an amending Act upon this point is 


ent when we consider that, according to the law 

as interpreted by that case, the same application is sub- 

to be heard three times—(1) by the justices below, 

(2) by the licensing committee, and (3) on appeal from 
the licensing committee. 

We will conclude by expressing the hope that, what- 
ever be done, the principles of the Act may not be al- 
tered. Those principles we take to be clear enough, 
notwithstanding the faulty applications of them. To 
gweep away badly conducted houses, and to give a more 
settled tenure to good ones ; to make renewals more easy, 
and new licences more difficult to obtain; these were, 
rightly or wrongly—and we think rightly—the principles 
of the Licensing Act, 1872. But whether these prin- 


ciples be right or wrong, it would, we think, be pessimi 
eremplt to re-open the discussion of them. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
Companies Act, 1862—Conrrisvrorizs 1n Crass B. 


In re Blakely Ordnance Company, Brett's case; and 
In re Oriental Commercial Bank, Morris’ case, 
LC. & L.JJ., 22 W. R. 22, L. R. 8 Ch. 800. 


We have so recently discussed the questions arising 
on these cases (17 S. J. 818, 834) that it will be suffi- 
cient here to do little more than state, in a concise 
manner, the exact points decided in them. 

In In re Accidental and Marine Insurance Corporation 
(18 W. R. 717, L. R: 5 Ch. 428) Giffard, L.J., held that in 
the winding up of a limited company the contributions of 
members on the B list ought not to be divided exclu- 
tively among the old creditors in respect of whose debts 
they are made contributories, but that they form part of 
the general assets of the company for the payment of all 
thecreditors. This decision was affirmed by the House of 
lords in Webb v. Whifin (L. R.5 H. L. 711). Between 
the hearing by the Lord Justice and that by the House 
@ Lords, Brett's case was decided by Lord Hatherley, C., 
and James and Mellish, L.JJ. (19 W. R. 687, L. R. 6 Ch. 
$00), and Morris’ case was decided by James and Mel- 
lish, L.JJ. (20 W. R. 25, L. R. 7 Ch. 200). These cases 
were both reheard in consequence of the decision of the 
House of Lords. 

In Brett's case the facts were as follows :—When 
Brett transferred his shares there were four debts due 
Which remained due until, within a year after the trans- 
fer, the company was ordered to be wound up. Two of 
these debts, amounting together to over £10,000, were 
then bought up by Brett, and upon an application being 
afterwards made that a call should be made upon him, 
heoffered to pay the other two, being small debts of 
$14 each, in full. Under these circumstances, at the 
first hearing by the Court of Appeal, it was held that 

was not liable to a cali. Lord Hatherley’s was 

the only elaborate judgmient given; and he plainly in- 
timated that his decision could not stand with the ob- 
Srvations and reasoning of Giffard, L.J., in Zn re Acei- 
ce, Corporation. Indeed, it is plain that if all 

the contributions are to be divided between all the ere- 
» to allow a B contributory, after the date of the 
yup, by settling with the creditors in respect of 

Whose debts he is liable to contribute, to escape making 
ay contribution, is to prevent the subsequent creditors 
from obtaining benefits which they otherwise would have 
Revived. Accordingly in Webb v. Whifin two of the 
expressed opinions directly opposed to the previous 

in Brett's case. “When once,” said Lord 

“Ta past member is} upon the list of con- 
tributories upon the ground of the existence of unsatis. 


fied debts and liabilities which were contracted while 
he was a member, I confess that I am unable to see 
how any dealing with those debts and liabilities, even 
to the extent of extinguishing them, can discharge a 
liability to contribute to the assets of the company 
which had already attached upon him.” And Lord Cairns 
expressed himself as thinking that in Brett's case suffi- 
cient attention was not paid, amongst other points, to 
the question “ whether anything done with regard to the 
debts after the date of the winding up could affect or 
diminish the liability which had once accrued upon the 
ex-members.” On the other hand Lord Hatherley, C., 
although agreeing in the decision of the House, inti- 
mated that he still thought Brett's case rightly decided ; 
and perhaps the same conclusion may be drawn from 
Lord Westbury’s observations. 

In this state of things Brett’s case was recently re- 
heard by Lord Selborne, C., and the Lords Justices ; and 
the original decision was affirmed. 

In Morris’ case the decision on the first hearing by 
the Court of Appeal was that in estimating the debts 
for which B contributories are liable all sums paid in 
respect of those debts in the course of the winding up 
must be deducted. This part of the decision in Morris’ 
case was upheld on the second hearing. The same 
point arose in Brett’ scase ontherehearing (see the report) ; 
but it seems sufficient to mention Morris’ case on this 
head, as in it the point came out more clearly. At the 
first hearing of Morris’ case it was held that the con- 
tributions of the B contributories were to be applied in 
payment of the debts in respect of which the B contri- 
butories were liable. This part of the decision was of 
course in opposition to the decision in Webb v. Whiffin, 
and was varied on the rehearing. - 

The short result of both cases is that the measure of 
the amount of the call to be made on a B contributory 
is the state of the debts in respect of which he is liable, 
at the time when the call becomes necessary, and that if 
those debts have then been partially or entirely extin- 
guished, it is wholly immaterial in what way, or by what 
means, such a result has been brought about. 





COMMON LAW. 
Principat anp AGent—Cvustom To CuarGE AGENT 48 
PRINCIPAI¢ 
Hutchinson v. Tatham, C.P., 22 W. R. 18, L. R. 8 C. P. 
482. 

In this case the Court gave effect to a custom which 
made shipbrokers signing “‘as agents for merchants” 
liable as principals, on not disclosing the names of their 
principals within a reasonable time. The case was de- 
cided on the authority of Humfrey v. Dale (6 W. BR. 
854, E. B. & E. 1004) and Fleet v. Murton (20 W. R. 
97, L. R. 7 Q. B. 126). Some members of the Court 
seem to have thought that they were carrying the rule 
established by those cases a little further; we cannot 
discover that this is so, but as that impression seemed 
to prevail, it is worth while to notice the case. 


Pvsiic Hrarru Act, 1848, s. 69—Recovery or Expenses 
FROM OWNERS. 

Hesketh Vv. Local Board of Atherton, Q.B., 22 Ww. R. 58. 

In noticing (15 S. J. 267) the case of Jarrow Leeal 
Board v. Kennedy (19 W. R. 275, L. R. 6 Q. B. 128), 
we directed attention to the dictum of the Court to the 
effect that if works are executed by a local beard under 
section 69 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 63, and an apportionment 
is made, and no notice of objection to the apportionment 
is given within three months, the owner charged is pre- 
cluded from raising the question of whether the street 
in question was a “highway repairable by the inhabi- 
tants at large; *’ and we ventured to question the aceu- 
racy of that opinion. We are glad to find that in the 





present case the Court of Queen's Bench have arrived 
at the same conclusion, and have overruled the dittum 
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referred to. The reasoning is unanswerable, that on the 
proceedings for apportionment, the amount only, not the 
liability, is in question. 


Hvspanp anp Wirr—Wire’s Autuority To PiepGE HER 
Hvuspanp’s Crepir. 
Wallis v. Biddick, Q.B., 22 W. R. 76. 

Ii is not easy to state accurately the rule as to the 
power of a wife living with her husband to pledge her 
husband's credit. From the fact of cohabitation an 
authority is presumed in her to pledge her husband’s 
eredit for necessaries suitable to the household, but 
Jolly v. Rees (12 W. R. 473, 15 C. B. N. S. 628), shows 
that this is only a prima facie presumption, and that it 
may be rebutted by showing that the husband had for- 


bidden her to pledge his credit, although that prohibi- | 


tion was unknown to the person who supplied goods on 
her order. The point has never been decided whether 
anything less than an express prohibition will have this 
effect, or whether the presumption of authority can be 
displaced by showing that she always dealt for ready 





money; that question might have arisen in the present | 


case, but as the judgment of the Court proceeded on 


another ground, it is impossible to say that it is either ' 
affirmed or denied that this circumstance would have | 


been sufficient to displace the presumption. 


What was | 


determined was, that where the wife has always dealt for : 
ready money, there is no such presumption of her autho- | 
rity to pledge her husband's credit as requires notice of | 


its determination. 


From Jolly v. Rees it is clear that a | 


prohibition against pledging the husband's credit pre- | 


vious to the dealing, though uncommunicated, will pre- 


vent the presumption from arising, although th: wife | 
acted and dealt as manager of her husband’s household; | 
if so, an uncommunicated prohibition, after the dealing | 
had commenced, must have the same effect, unless there | 
has been some circumstance beside the mere fact of co- | 
habitation and the acting and dealing of the wife as | 
manager of the household, on which to base the pre- | 


sumption of authority; and a separation, which puts an 
end to the only circumstance from which the presump- 
tion originally arises, must have the same effect, though 


it is not communicated, and so the Court held in the ! 


present case. 


Q. B. 57) the pleader attempted to get rid of the difficulty 
that the plaintiff (who sued the railway company for 
injury caused by their negligence) had, in consideration 
of being carried for nothing, agreed to be carried “ at hig 
own risk.” The learned county court judge for Bucking. 
hamshire has outdone the pleader; for in Great Western 
Railway Company v. Glenister, on a contract by which 
the plaintiff got his cattle carried at reduced rates, in 
consideration of his not holding the ‘company liable for 


any loss not arising from “ wilful misconduct on the part ° 


of the company’s servants,’ he held that wilful miscon. 
duct was equivalent to “want of reasonable care and 
precaution.” We need scarcely say that the Court of 
Queen’s Bench reversed this ruling; it could never have 
failed to excite surprise, and after the decision in McCaw. 
ley v. Furness Railway Company, at least, it was without 
excuse. The pleader in McCawley v. Furness Railway 
Company saw the difference between negligence and wil. 
fulness, but tried to confound them; the judge saw no 
difference at all. In another railway case (Lewis y, 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company) the 
question seems to have been again stirred, whether 
calling out the name of a station is in itself an invitation 
to alight. This point was settled in Bridges v. North 
London Railway Company (19 W. R. 824, L. R. 6 Q.B. 
377), even Willes, J., admitting that “it is an invitation 
to get out or not according to the circumstances” ; and 
the Court of Queen’s Bench showed in this case no ineli- 
nation to disturb that settlement. Discussion on this 
topic has been exhausted. 


REVIEWS. 


LORD DENMAN. 

Memoir of Thomas, First Lord Denman, formerly Lord 
Chief Justice of England. By Sir Joservn Axyovta, 
late Judge of the High Court of Bombay. Two vols, 
Lougmans, Green, & Co. 

Sir Joseph Arnould remarks that Denman, though of 

a high order both as an advocate and a judge, was of a 

still higher order as a man and a citizen. It would, 





| perhaps, be more correct to say that it was Denman’s 


been originally given, or has been recognised by pay- | 


ment, stands on an altogether different footing. 
the inference of agency depends not merely on the co- 
habitation, but on the positive recognition of the wife 
as the husband’s agent to pledge his credit, and the ease 


There | 


would be like that of a master who employs his servant | 


to order goods on credit, and is afterwards held liable 
for goods ordered under the like circumstances on credit, 
even though he has given his servant ready money to 
pay forthem. In such a case it would seem, on prin- 


ciple (and that appears to be the opinion of the Court), | 


that the presumption created by the credit transactions 
would continue until notice of revocation, so that, to free 
the husband from liability, separation must, like a pro- 
hibition during cohabitation of further dealing on credit, 
be notified to the person with whom the dealing had 
taken place. 

It may be added, to prevent misconception, that in 
the present case the wife was sufficiently supplied with 
necessaries, 60 that no question of an irrebuttable pre- 
sumption of authority arose. 


Nerouicence—Ramway Company—Canuien, 
Great Western Railway Company v, Glenister, Q.B., 
22 'W. BR, 72. 


Lewis v. London, Chatham,and Dover Railway Company, 
LB., 22 W. R, 153. 

We nome time since (17 8. J. 242) noticed the singular 

invention of “ wilful negligence” by which in McCawley 

v. Furness Railway Company (21 W. R. 140, L. BR. 8 





character which conferred the chief lustre on his career, 


@ found lawyer, not a very ready or 
The case where an authority to deal on credit has | ee aS ee vers y y 


acute man, and in spite of great advantages of voice 
and manner, not a very effective orator—witness his re 
peated failures in the Commons. Yet he left behind 
him a reputation which the ablest judge who ever sat 
upon the English Bench might well envy. For if not 
of the first intellectual rank, he was yet respectable both 
in abilities and attainments, and he possessed that combi- 
nation of high honour, moral courage, hatred of op. 
pression and wrong, even temper, patience, and in 
dustry which constitutes the ideal character of the 
judge. As an administrator of criminal law he was 
probably never equalled, and his presidency in the 
Queen's Bench is a period to which the lawyer can point 
with unmixed satisfaction, as being one in which the 
confidence of the people in the administration of the law, 
and in the legal profession generally, was increased and, 
let us hope, established. The perusal of this record of 
Denman’s career is calculated in no small degree to 
strengthen this copfidence, and for this reason we ate 
glad that Sir Joseph Arnould has adapted his memoir 
rather to general readers than to an exclusively legal 
circle. 

Viewed from this point the book appears to us to be 
a very satisfactory piece of biography. It is certainly 
both well-written and honest, Sir Joseph is m0 
indiscriminate eulogist. He does not seek to hide 
Lord Denman’s failures or omit to point out his errot. 
It may be doubted, however, whether he has shown & 
very perfect appreciation of what we may © 
biographical perspective. The details of Denmans 
youth-—which extend over three chapters—might have 


been well compressed into half-a-dozen pages. Although 
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he is stated to have been ‘‘ a forward little child” who, 
ander the auspices of the eminent Mrs. Barbauld, began 
to recite verses and to learn Latin in his fifth year, 
Denman really does not appear to have been a remark- 
able youth. He took no honours at Cambridge, and 
yntil he entered Charles Bullen’s chambers he seems to 
have displayed. little capacity for hard or steady intel- 
lectual work. He married before he was called to the 
bar, and the story of his early married life and gradual 
gress at the baris well told. His defence of some 
Luddite prisoners first brought him intonoteand attracted 
the attention of the Whig leaders, by whose instrumen- 
tality he was returned to Parliament for the close 
borough of Wareham. Sir Joseph with his usual 
gandour admits that Denman’s early parliamentary career 
did not “ quite equal in brilliancy the anticipations of 
the chiefs of his party or the high-raised hopes of his 
friends.” His success in fact, as he himself admitted, 
was not such as to induce his party to bring him in a 
second time for a close borough. And here we may 
leave the history of his parliamentary life, with the re- 
mark, that while he was not an infrequent speaker, 
occasionally imprestive, and always wanly and dignified, 
he did not, even in the debates upon the Reform Bill, 
manifest any extraordinary brilliancy or power. His 
political career, it is needless to say, was characterised by 
the most unswerving integrity. ‘ 

As might have been expected, a considerable space in 
the first volume is occupied with Queen Caroline's trial, 
and even to this stale and unsavoury topic Sir Joseph 
has managed to impart a good deal of interest. The 
points that strike us as most remarkable are Denman’s 
evident conviction of the Queen’s innocence, and the 
apparently incidental manner in which he became con- 
nected with the case. It appears that Brougham 
attended a consultation at Denman’s chambers, and at 
the close stayed behind, and, while talking about the 
Queen, asked Denman if he would accept the office of 
her Solicitor-General. Denman instantly assented, and 
soon afterwards received his warrant of appointment. 
In spite of his extraordinary “Go, and sin no more,” 
blunder, he served the Queen faithfully and ably, and, as 
ithappened, did himself no greatharm. He was speedily 
elected Common Serjeant, and although, owing to another 
blundering quotation, the King long refused him silk, 
it was at length granted him on the Duke of Welling- 
ton’s intercession. In 1831 Brougham, who ever since 
his association with Denman in the great trial had shown 
himself his warm friend, became Chancellor, and Denman 
was made Attorney-General. On the death of Lord 
Tenterden he succeeded to the Chief Justiceship of the 
Queen’s Bench, and three years afterwards was raised to 
the peerage. 

Over the events of Denman’s judicial career Sir Joseph 
passes somewhat slightly. ‘Thus while a chapter is de- 
voted tv a narrative of what Lord Denman himself 
thought “the most important event” of his life—the 
case of Stockdale v. Hansard—his biographer contents 
himself with giving an outline of the facts and a resumé 
of Denman’s judgment, without attempting to weigh the 
merits of the case or to discuss the authorities cited on 
either side, and in the account of the O'Connell judg- 
ment a similar course is pursued. Bearing in mind Sir 
Joseph's object of rendering his work popular rather 

professional, we can hardly complain of the absence 
of legal discussions; but we could have wished that, in 
place of the extracts from the daily journals relating to 
the O'Connell judgment, we had been presented with 
more of Denman’s correspondence on the subject of 
these great events of his career. 

To Denman’s exertions for the reform of the law 
telating to the admissibility of the evidence of interested 
witnesses, and the passing of the Prisoners’ Counsel Bill, 
his biographer does full justice. Besides his public 
exertions in tho cause of law reform it appears that 
Denman was in the habit of communicating from time to 
time to the Home Office all such suggestions for the im- 





provement of legal procedure as struck him while 
practising at the bar or presiding on the bench. It 
would be to the advantage of the public and the profes- 
sion if his example in this respect were more extensively 
imitated. We are told to hope much from the delibera- 
tions of the Council of Judges under the Judicature Act. 
But Lord Denman, after eighteen years’ experience of 
his brethren on the bench, was compelled to testify to 
“‘the aversion of some judges to change. The system 
which they find they believe to have been established on 
full deliberation by the wisdom of former ages: and hence 
impute to all innovators the arrogance ot reversing a de- 
cision; whereas in truth the existing system is for the 
most part the neglected growth of time and accident ; 
circumstances have prevented the revision that is now 
taking place, and the existing defect is only left uncured 
because no deliberation has ever been had upon it.” 








NOTES. 


We give elsewhere a full report of Lord Romilly’s deci- 
sion in Mushet’s case. In Phillips's case, on Friday last, his 
Lordship stated still more clearly the rule he intended to 
adopt in cases of that description. “ I have held,”’ he said, 
“and I think it is essential to hold, that in all cases where 
there is a transfer, the fullest information should be given 
to the directors, if they have the power to reject the trans- 
fer or to accept it. In all cases where there is a transferor 
bribing the transferee to take the shares, it is his bounden 
duty toinform the directors of everything he knows, which 
by possibility can affect their judgment inthe matter. I 
have held in one or two cases, and have laid it down as a 
rule, that it is his duty to give the directors full information 
in respect of the knowledge he possesses. - If he had told 
them here, “ I paid £29 10s. to Gilbert, but Gilbert was to 
give £10 of that to the transfer clerk, nine guineas of it to 
the person who negotiated the transaction, two guineas to 
another person, and £7, the balance, to Gilbert ”—would 
the directors have accepted it? I do not believe they 
would. Concealing that fact is, in my opinion, a fraud ; 
and the directors are not to ke bound to adopt the transfer 
under these circumstances. Whether that is so in this 
case I have not yet made up my mind; but I purpose 
taking the papers home and reading them. If the case 
comes within the rule I have stated, then I shall annul 
this transfer. I have said that Ishall do that in the case 
of Mushet and I shall endeavour, in every case which I 
have to decide, to make at all events my decisions consistent 
with themselves, and not contradictory.” It will be ob- 
served that his Lordship in this last case carefully re 
stricts his observations to cases where (as inthe European 
Society) the directors have the power to approve of the 
transferee. 


The great desert abutting on Carey-street continues still 
uninhabited, and the anxious workmen who, attracted by 
the statement in the wilder that the new Law Courts 
would be commenced on the first Monday in the new year, 
applied their eyes to the chinks in the hoarding, have long 
since left in despair. The nation is to continue for some 
time longer to lose some £30,000 a year in interest on the 
outlay for the site and foundations, for the benafit, as far as 
we can see, only of the sparrows within and the advertisers 
without the hoarding. 


The Chicago Legal News furnishes the details of a very 
remarkable case, strongly ‘* illustrating,” as an eminent 
writer would say, American criminal procedure. It appears 
that a certain Christopher Rafferty was sents need to be hung 
for murder on October 4, 1872. He obtained a writ of error 
from McAllister, J., and the Supreme Court, upon hearing the 
case, reversed the judgment of the Court below and remanded 
the cause for a second trial, The venwe was chan to 
Lake county, and upon the second trial the jury found him 
guilty, and he was again sentenced to be hung on March 7th, 
18738. On the 26th of February, 1873, however, 
MoAllister, J., again granted a writ of error, which was 
made a supersedeas, In October an opinion was filed in the 
Supreme Court reversing the judgment below, and remand- 
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ing the cause to be tried for the third time. Rafferty was, 
accordingly, tried for the third time on the 25th of November, 
at Waukegan, before Murphy, J., and he was again 
convicted and sentenced to be hung. Once more, however, 
he was snatched from the gallows, an order for the allowance 
of the writ of error having this time been signed by two other 
judges besides the indefatigable McAllister. One does not 
see why Mr. Rafferty should after this regard with the 
slightest apprehension a capital sentence. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Inns oF CHANCERY. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,— Your correspondent will find the best information 
about the Inns of Chancery down to 1855 in the “ Report 
of the Commissioners on the Inns of Court and Chancery, 
1855.” M. W. H. 





COURTS. 


THE EUROPEAN ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ARBITRATION. * 
(Before Lord Romttty.) 


Oct. 27, 28; Nov. 26—Re European Assurance Society, 
Mushet’s case. 

Life assurance company—Register of shareholders—Notice 
of transfer—Misrepresentation of fact—Transferee of 
shares—Description of transferee—Consideration for trans- 
Ser—Approval of new shareholders by directors. 

A transferee of shares was removed from the register of 
shareholders and the transferor replaced, on the ground that 
the approval of the transfer by the directors, required by the 
deed of settlement of the company, was obtained by misrepre. 
sentation of the position of the transferee. The transferor 
was, under the circumstances, held responsible for such mis- 
representation, although he had acted in the matter through 
a stockbroker, who had arranged the transfer with another 
stockbroker, and had himself paid to the broker apparently 
acting for the transferee, the consideration stated in the 
tramsfer to have been. paid to the transferee. 

This was an applieation by the joint official liquidator 
of the European Assurance Society to place the name of 
William Mushet on the list of contributories of the 
society in respect of 1,400 shares, which, previous to the 
winding up of the society, he had transferred to George 
Taylor, who had been put on the register in respect 
thereof. 

It was provided in the deed of settlement of the Euro- 
pean Society that a shareholder who wished to transfer 
his shares should send to the directors a written notice 
containing a fall description of the proposed transferee, 
and if the transferee were approved of, or if the directors 
did not, within fourteen days, propose a substitute, then 
the shareholder might transfer his shares to the person 
proposed, after which transfer the society should have no 
further claim upon him. The 96th, 97th, and 103rd 
clauses of the deed relating to transfers will be found in 
Simpson's Executor’s case, 17 8, J. 648. 

In September, 1869, William Mushet was the owner of 
1,400 shares of the society of £2 10s. each (16s. 6d. 
paid up). In that month a petition was presented to wind 
up the society, which was unsuccessful, but Mushet 
having become aware of the unsatisfactory condition of 
the society, became anxious to get rid of bis shares, and 
authorised William Bell, a stockbroker in Edinburgh, to 
sell them, or, in default of a purchaser, to pay a sum, not 
exceeding £50, to any person who would take a transfer 
of them. Bell communicated with Robert Stewart, 
another Edinburgh stockbroker, who had been much 
engaged in finding transferees of shares in the society, 
and contracted with him for the transfer of Mushet’s 
shares to one George Taylor, the terms of contract being 
contained in the following letter :— 


“‘Edinbargh, 30th October, 1869. 
Dear Sir,—I hereby sell to you 1,400 European Insur- 
ance Company shares at 17s. discount (16s, 6d. paid up), on 


* Reported by W. Bousriexy, Exq., Barrister-at-law. 





Ne 
condition that the company register transfer of the said 
sharesin favour of your client, who, I understand, is George 
Taylor, engineer, Coltbridge, Edinburgh. Failing gugh 
registration, the transaction to fall to the ground.—Yourg 
faithfully, Ws. Bern, © 

Robert Stewart, Esq., St. David-street. 
P.S.—The seller is William Mushet, of Dalkeith.” 


This contract was, in effect, for a payment to Stewart 
of 6d. on each share, or £35 on the whole number of 
shares, and an account of it was immediately sent by Bel} 
to Mushet. At the date of this contract a sum of £359 
was due for calls upon the shares ; and on notice, for the 
purpose of carrying out the transfer, being sent to the 
directors of the society, they refased to pass the transfer 
until the calls had been paid. On the 13th September, 
1869, a second call of £400 became due, of which Mushet 
paid £100; and on the 22nd of January, 1870, he received 
from the seeretary of the society a notice that unless all 
calls, with interest, were immediately paid, proceedings 
would be taken against him. 

In February, 1870, Mushet unsuccessfully endeavoured 
to sell his shares to a person of the name of Hole. Qn 
the 21st of March, 1870, he authorised his solicitors in 
Edinburgh to pay, through their London agents, Messrg, 
Freshfield, £1,015, the total amount then due for calls, 
This they did, and at the same time sent to the directors 
of the European Society the following notice :— 


“ Gentlemen,—1l, William Mushet, of Newbottle-road, 
Dalkeith, a shareholder in your company holding 1,400 
shares, beg to give you notice that I have procured a person 
who is willing to becomea shareholder of your company in 
respect of the said 1,400 shares,namely, George Taylor, who 
resides at Coltbridge, near Edinburgh, and is an engineer, 
And I hereby propose the said George Taylor to become @ 
shareholder of your company in the place and instead of 
me, the said William Mushet, in respect of the said 1,400 
shares, and I request the board of directors to certify their 
approbation or disapprobation of the said George Taylor 
forthwith, in accordance with the deed of settlement of the 
said company.—I am, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

WILLIAM MusHEr. 

Dated 23rd March, 1870.’ 


This notice was sent by Mushet without any further coms 
munication with either Stewart cr Taylor. On the 4th 
April Messrs. Freshfield sent a deed of transfer of the 1,400 
shares to Mushet’s Edinburgh solicitors, which was handed 
to Mushet and executed by him at Bell’s office. The deed 
was then handed to Stewart, who procured its execution by 
Taylor, and was at once forwarded through Messrs. Fresh. 
fields to the office of the society. 

The deed of transfer was as follows :— 


*€T, William Mushet, of Newbottle-road, Dalkeith, do 
hereby bargain, sell, assign, and transfer fo George Taylor, 
| of Coltbridge, near Edinburgh, engineer, 1,400 shares (here 
| followed the numbers) of and in the undertaking called the 
; European Assurance Society.—To hold unto the said George 
Taylor, his executors, administrators, and assigns, subject 
to the several conditions on which I held the same imme 
diately before the execution hereof. And I, the said 
Taylor, in consideration of the sum of £35 paid to me by 
said William Mushet, do hereby agree to accept and take 
the 1,400 shares subject. to the conditions aforesaid. 

As witness our hands and seals this 7th day of April, 
1870. W. Musuer. 

Grorce Taytor. 

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the above-named William 
Mushet, in the presence of Wa. Epwarp, 

8, North Saint David-street, Edinbu 

Signed, sealed, and delivered by the above-named George 
Taylor, in the presence of Rost. Srewart, 

3, North Saint David-street, Edinburgh.” 


Accompanying the deed Messrs. Freshfields sent to the 
directors two letters, one written by them in the character 
of agents for Mushet, and the other as agents for Taylor, 
requiring the directors to approve the transfer and remove 
Mushet’s name from the list of shareholders, and to fix some 
time for the execution of the deed of settlement of the society 
by Taylor. On the same evening they wrote to the 
burgh solicitors the following letter, and enclosed 
two notices of the same description as those previously 
sent :— 
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**7th April, 1870, 
European Society. 

“We duly received your letter of yesterday’s date and its 
enclosures. 

The note or memorandum of the numbers of the shares 
did not, we believe, accompany your letter of the 2lst ult. 
Tt certainly is not with your papers, and we have no recol- 
lection of having seen it. It was therefore necessary to 
trouble you for the numbers. 

We have completed the transfer and had it stamped, and 
have left it at the office of the society, together with the 


-potice in the enclosed forms, one of which we signed as 


t of Mr. Mushet, and the other as the agent of ‘Taylor. 
ering, regard, however, to the necessity for complying 
in every detail with the terms of the deed of settlement, we 
think it may be well for you to get the enclosed notices 
signed by Mr. Mushet and Taylor.” 


These notices were duly signed by Mushet and Taylor 
and sent to the society, and on the 12th April Messrs. 
Freshfields were informed by the secretary that the transfer 
qould be duly registered, and that a certificate for the 1,400 
shares in Taylor’s name should be prepared at the next 
transfer committee and forwarded to them. This was done 
on the 26th April, when Mushet’s name ceased to appear on 
the list of the shareholders of the society. 

In January, 1872, the European Society was ordered to 
be wound up, when Taylor’s name was put on the list of 
eontributories. The joint official liquidator subsequently 
discovered that the notices of transfer of the 1,400 shares, 
formerly held by Mushet, contained material misstate- 
ments of facts. It appeared that George Taylor, who 
was therein represented as an engineer, Was in reality a 
ttoker on the North British Railway, with no other means 


_ @livelihood. His father and mother resided at Stewart’s 


business premises in Edinburgh, and the latter was in his 
service, while the former occasionally acted as a watchman 
at night in streets under repair. George Taylor never 
received £35 for taking the shares, but had a promise of 
£1 from Stewart for the use of his name. He was unaware 
when he signed the transfer of the nature of the docu- 
ment. It also appeared that Mushet, Bell, and Stewart 
were throughout aware that he was wholly unable to pay 
any calls that might be made upon the shares. 

nder these circumstances the joint official liquidator 
now contended that the transfer from Mushet to Taylor 
was fraudulent and void as against the society, and that 
Mushet must be treated as the registered proprietor of the 
1,400 shares at the commencement of the winding up. 

The case came before Lord Westbury on +he 19th June, 
1873, who adjourned it for the production of further 
evidence as to whether Stewart was, or was not, the agent 
of Mushet. 

Higgins, Q.C. (Cookson with him), for the joint official 
liquidator of the European Society, contended that the 
transfer to Taylor was not a Jond fide transaction, and was 
one which a shareholder, subject to the provisions of the 
fociety’s deed of settlement in respect of liabilities on his 
shares, ought not to have taken part in. He cited 
Bimpson’s Executors’ case, 17 8. J. 648; Paterson’s case, ibid, 
600 ; Joshua Murgatroyd’s case, 18 8. J. 28; Payne’s case, 
L, R. 9 Eq. 223,18 W.R. Ch. Dig. 71; Williams’ case, 
LR. 9 Eq. 225 note, 18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 71; MWeston’s case, 
18 W. R. 937, L. R. 4 Ch. 20; Snow’s case, 19 W. R. 1057. 

Cotton, Q.C. (Kekewich with him), for Mr. Mushet, urged 
that he had acted in the matter in a perfectly Jona fide 
manner. Stewart was not his agent, and he was not re- 
@poasible for what was done by him. Every representation 
made by Mushet to the society was, as far as he knew and 
believed, perfectly true, and he was not bound to make 
@representation beyond that. He cited Richard Williams’ 
ease, Minutes of European Arbitration, pp. 349—365, de- 
tided by Lord Westbury on 4th February, 1873. 

Higgins, Q,C., in reply. 

Lord Romitty said—This is an application by the joint 
ficial liquidator to amend the register of members of the 
teciety by inserting therein the name of William Mushet, 
and that he may be settled on the list of contributories in 
respect of 1,400 shares, which purport to have been trans. 
ferred by him to George Taylor by a transfer, dated the 
7th of April, 1870. The shares were actually so transferred. 
Robert Stewart, a broker in Scotland, procured the trans- 
foree, He was described by Stewart as of Coltbridge, near 


1 


1 able. 








Edinburgh, engineer ; in point of fact, he was a mere 
stoker, no engineer at all; he was the son of Helen 
Taylor, who had entered the service of Robert Stewart as 
hensekeeper, and he was employed on the North British 
Railway, earning wages at the rate of twenty-seven 
shillings a week, with no other means of livelihood, and 
having a child dependent on him. He was accepted by 
Messrs. Freshfields as correctly described; the transfer , 
was duly prepared by them, and the shares were transferred 
into his name. It now turns out that he is and was utterly 
insolvent—that is to say, having no means ait all, wholly 
unable to pay anything, and one to whom the society, had 


! they known the truth respecting him, would not have 


sanctioned the transfer of shares. ‘[here is uo question 
but that the society were deceived by the description of the 
transferee given by Robert Stewart , and the only question 
is whether Mr. Mushet is in any respect to be made an- 
swerable for such misdescription. 

Mr. Mushet’s case is this. In September, 1869. a petition 
was presented to the Court of Chancery to wind up the 
society. The petition was not successful, but in conse- 
quence of it Mr. Mushet made inquiries respecting the 
position of the society, and consulted Mr. Bell, on the Stock 
Exchange of Edinburgh, who advised him to get rid of the 
shares as soon as possible. ‘Thereupon Mr. Mushet 
instructed Mr. Bell to sell the shares in the best manner he 
could, and Mr. Bell applied to Mr. Stewart, of the 
Edinburgh Stock Exchange, to find a person who would 
take the shares. He suggested Mr. George Taylor as a 
person who would take the shares—on payment of a 
premium for so doing of £35. Accordingly he agreed to 
sell the shares for that price, to be receiyed by the trans- 
feree. Thereupon Mr. Bell communicated this to Mr. 
Mushet. Some delay was occasioned in the registration of 
the transfer, and under Mr. Bell’s advice Mr. Mushet paid 
the amount due from Mr. Mushet for calls before the 
transfer was made; this amount, £1,015, was paid by 
Messrs. Freshfield on Mr. Mushet’s behalf on the 23rd of 
March, 1870. Before the 7th of April, when the fourteen 
days within which according to the rules of the society the 
directors were at liberty to reject the proposed transferee, 
would expire, they forwarded the transfer of shares to their 
correspondents, Messrs. Gibson, Craig, & Co.., Mr. Mushet’s 
solicitors, who tock it to his broker Mr. Bell, at whose 
office he executed it. It was then handed to Stewart as the 
broker for Taylor, and returned to Mr. Bell. Messrs. 
Gibson, Craig, & Co. then forwarded it, to Messrs. Fresh- 
field, who filled in the date of the 7th of April and pre- 
sented it at the office of the society. This, Mr. Mushet 
alleges, is a regular transaction on the Edinburgh Stock 
Exchange, and one by which the society are bound. It is 
alleged that the misdescription of George Taylor com- 
plained of in no degree affects Mr. Mushet, whose agent 
Stewart was not, and that the transaction is unimpeach- 
But such is not my opinion. 

Without meaning to assert that, when a company is fail- 
ing, one of the shareholders may get rid of his shares by 
disposing of them to a pauper, and thereby throw his portien 
of the debts on the other shareholders, (though I consider 
that this proposition was not laid down by the Lords 
Justices in any case that came before them, and that it was 
strongly dissented from by Lord Campbell,) still I am of 
opinion that. if such a transfer of shares can ever be sup- 
ported, it is incumbent on the transferor to supply the com- 
pany with all the materials and means in his power, to 
enable them to form a just and accurate conclusion as to the 
fitness of the transferee to be supplied in the place of the 
transferor. 

Unless this is done, it appears to me that the transferor is 
conniving at a fraud against the society, and cannot gain 
any advantage from the transaction in which he is so im- 
plicated. ‘These conditions, which I consider necessary, do 
not seem to me to have been fulfilled by Mr. Mushet. 
Stewart was a person regularly employed for getting rid of 
unsafe shares. Without saying that Stewart was technically 
the agent of Mr, Mushet, there are many circumstances 
which show that he was much more cognisant of Stewart’s 
proceedings, and of the situation of George Taylor, all of 
which he ought to have communicated to the society, than 
he thought fit to make known to them. The conduct of 
Stewart is open to the gravest suspicion ; he acts as no 
broker would have acted on any stock exchange who re- 
garded his own character. He agrees to take the shares for 
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£35 to be paid to his client. He seeks for a client in 
the son of his housekeeper, to whom nothing ap- 
pears to be said about the £35; at all events he never 
gets that sum, which is disposed of by Stewart’s direction, 
leaving the directors to suppose that it was a transaction 
bond fide with a person who wants to speculate on the 
probable rise of the shares. Stewart’s practice was to 
keep men of straw to take any shares that he caused to be 
assigned to them, while he himself fixed the amount of 
the premium paid for getting rid of the shares and re- 
ceived the money. In such cases I shall allow no trans- 
action to stand where the transferor does not prove that 
the transferee received the consideration paid for accept- 
ing the shares. If the directors had been acquainted with 
the whole transaction it would have been a clear breach 
of duty on their part, of which no director, cognisant 
thereof, could have ailowed anyone to take advantage 
without gross misconduct to the shareholders for whom 
the directors were trustees. I doubt whether Mr. Mushet 
himself considered the transaction a dond fide one ; nay, it 
appears that Mr. Mushet himself, in February, 1870, was 
trying to sell the same shares to a fresh transferee. 

I am confirmed in the view I take of the case by obser- 
ving what Lord Westbury did respecting it in June last, 
and nothing that has since been done appears to me to 
affect the position of the parties. It appears to me that 
Stewart, for £35, got George Taylor to accept the shares, 
giving him nothing, and that he was a mere cat’s-paw to 
enable Stewart to carry on the transaction for his own 
benefit. intending George Taylor to take nothing. I think 
that Mr. Mushet, both by his agents and by himself, was 
aware of the nature of the transaction, or was so bound 
by the inquiry, that he was bound to make, that the trans- 
fer of shares made by Mr. Mushet to George Taylor does 
not exonerate Mr. Mushet or relieve him from the liability 
that he incurred by taking the shares. 

I am. therefore, of opinion that Mr. Mushet must be 
restored to the list of shareholders. 

The costs will follow the event. I think this is entirely 
a case of fraud. 

Solicitors, Mercer & Mercer ; Freshfields. 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings in Banco, before BLackporn, Quatn, and 
ARCHIBALD, JJ.) 
Janu. 12.—In re an Articled Clerk. 

This was an application to allow Thomas Robert Oakley, 
an articled clerk, to be discharged from his articles and to 
enter into fresh articles. The applicant on the 19th of 
April, 1873, obtained a commission as lieutenant in the 
Royal Monmouthshire Militia, and went out with his 
regiment for twenty-seven days, from the 19th of May to the 
14th of June. On the 9th of December be resigned his 
commission. Fearing that bis twenty-seven days’ service 
might bring him within the provisions of section 10 of the 
Act, he now applied to be allowed to be discharged from his 
present articles, and to enter into fresh articles for a time 
which would cover the twenty-seven days. 

Bosanquet appeared for the applicant. 

The Covrt granted the application. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Perys, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Dec. 17.—£x parte Smith, Re Angerstein, 

It is not competent to a trustee upon the hearing of an 
application by lim against a third person to adduce vivk voce 
evidence in support of the application without notice being 
previously given to the other side. 

This was an application on behalf of the trustee under 
the bankruptcy of Julius ©. F. Angerstein for an order or 
declaration that a sam of £5,000 appointed by Mr. W. 
Angerstein, the father of the bankrupt, in favour of the 
bankrupt, under and by virtue of a certain deed poll, dated 
llth y, 1871, belonged to or formed part of the bank- 
rupt’s assets, and for an order for payment of that sum to 
the truatee. 

In support of the application affidavits were filed, and 
notice to read evidence of the bankrupt and others taken 
at private meetings had been given. 

During the opening of the case by Roxburgh, QC., it 











was proposed on behalf of the applicant to examine Mr, 
W. R. Philp, a gentleman who formerly acted as solicitor 
for the bankrupt. 

Linklater (solicitor) objected.—He had received no 
notice of the trustee’s intention to examine Mr. Philp, 
Rule 50 provided that in cases where any one other than 
the applicant was to be affected by the order a copy of the 
affidavit to be used in support of the application should 
be served four clear days at least before the day named in 
such notice as the day when the motion was to be made, 

Roxburgh, Q.C., R. Griffiths, and Straight, for the 
trustee.—There is no rule which requires us to give notiog 
of our intention to examine a witness vivd voce. This ij 
in substance, an action to try the question whether or no 
the £5,000 claimed is the property of the trustee, and the 
plaintiff is not bound to give notice to the other side of 
the witnesses he intends to produce. 

Pepys, Registrar, after consultation with Murray, 
Registrar, said it would be contrary to the usual practice 
of the Court in such cases to allow an applicant to examine 
witnesses in support of his case without notice previously 
given to the other side. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Lumley & Lumley. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 

Dec. 24.—Ezx parte the North West?rn Bank, re Cotton.* 

The Court has no jurisdiction, after the creditors under a 
liquidation have accepted a composition pursuant to the 28th 
section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to make an order fole 
lowing Ex parte Waring, 2 Kose, 182. 

This was an application on behalf of the North Western 
Bank that the proceeds of certain goods consigned to 
Cotton & Co. by M. Steele & Son should be applied in 
payment of bills drawn upon Cotton & Co. and discounted 
by the bank. 

F. Knight in support of the application. 

F. Thompson, for the trustee under Cotton’s liquidation, 
contra, 

Ex parte Anderson, 18 W. R. 715, L. R. 7 Ch. 473; Be 
parte Wood, 19 W. R. 601; s.c. sub nom. Ex parte Rumboll, 
L. R. 6 Ch. 842, were cited. 

Mr. Registrar Murray.—In this case Messrs. Steele & 
Son consigned goods to Cotton for him to consign to other 
persons, and against those goods particular bills were 
drawn, and Cotton accepted them. These bills were dis- 
counted by Messrs. Steele with the North Western Bank. 
It appears that Messrs. Steele & Co. presented a petition 
for liquidation on the 19th February, 1873, under which 4 
liquidation by arrangement was resolved upon and a 
trustee appointed. It was admitted that if both estates 
had been liquidated by arrangement, the North Western 
Bank, as the holder of the bills, would be entitled, upon 
the principle of Lz parte Waring, followed by other cases, 
to the proceeds of the goods, or such proceeds as came t0 
the hands of the trustee after liquidation in payment of 
these particular bills. But it would appear that before 
any claim was advanced by the bank of this peculiar equity 
aresolution was passed under Cotton’s liquidation thatacom- 

sition of five shillings in the pound be accepted, pa 
by certain instalments, and by the terms of the resolution 
the debtor was to be discharged, and the liquidation ane 
nulled. What may be the precise effect of the provision for 
the anoulment of the liquidation it is not for me to say, 
the estate clearly revested in the debtor, and on the 19th 
June the resolution was confirmed, With respect to the 
meetings I must assume that they were duly held, and that 
the creditors had an opportunity of raising such objections a# 
they might think fit to the confirmation of the resolution, 
and I believe it is binding upon the creditors of the debtor. 
There is no evidence to = he that the North Western Bank 
raised any objection to the resolution. They might have 
appeared and stated to the Court, ‘‘Stay your hand 

ou have heard us, or let the order be li 
in such a way as not to displace the equity which we 
have.” At the time the resolution was pro was 
nothing to show the Court what had taken place. (His 
Honour then reforred to the facts, which it is not rrewers 
further to state, and concluded by refusing the application. 

Solicitors for the applicant, Chester f, Ob. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Simpson & Cullingford. 


* We insertod a brief roport of this case a fortnight 469. 
We now give a fuller report, 
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(Before Mr. Registrar Haziit7, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Jan. 12.—Re Mure. 

Until a bankrupt has passed his public examination he 
cannot properly apply for an order of discharge. 

This was an application by a bankrupt for an order of 
discharge. se 

It appeared that about November, 1871, the bankrupt, 
who had carried on business at West Ham as a distiller, left 
England, and proceeded to Australia, where he is now re- 
siding. He had never surrendered under his bankruptcy. 
At a meeting of creditors, held in August last, a resolution 
was passed for the acceptance of a sum of £700 paid by 
the father of the bankrupt for the purchase of one of the 


debts due to the estate, and also of a sum of £300 to replace '; 


the money which the bankrupt took with him to Australia. 
The creditors were also willing—the estate having realised 
dividends amounting in the aggregate to 15s. 6d. in the 
pound—that the bankrupt should receive his order of dis— 


e. 

Rule 140 provides that “an order of discharge shall not 
be granted until after the public examination of the bank- 
iupt under section 19 of the Act.” 

e 19th section enacts, inter alia, ‘‘ The bankrupt shall 
to the utmost of his power aid in the realisation of his pro- 
perty, and che distribution of the proceeds amongst his 
creditors. He shall produce a statement of his affairs to 
the first meeting of creditors, and shall be publicly 
examined thereon ona day to be named by the Court, and 
subject to such adjourned public examination as the Court 


. may direct.” 


F. Knight in support of the application.—There is nothing 
inthe Act of Parliament which places any limitation upon 
the mode ofapplying for an order of discharge. The same 
point arose Re Hine and Anthony, 14 S. J. 656, where an ap- 
plication was made for an order of discharge without wait- 
ing for the bankrupt to pass his examination, and the Chief 
Judge in that case, after conferring with the Registrar, 
said there seemed to be no objection to the appointment of 
asitting for order of discharge, and if the examination 
should be passed the discharge would stand upon its own 
merits. The rules are directory merely, and not imperative ; 
Ex parte Hunt, 21 W. R. 164, L. R. 8 Ch. 284; and many 
of them are clearly ultra vires. Under the present Act the 
allowance of the discharge is left very much to the creditors 
themselves, and the form of discharge (Form 67) does not 
deal with the fact of the examination having been passed. 

Layton (solicitor) for the trustee— The creditors are 
desirous that the order of discharge should be allowed if the 
Court thinks it has power to grant it. At an early stage of 
the bankruptcy an approximate statement of affairs was 
pepared, and the creditors have obtained all the information 

hich they thought necessary. 

Hazuitt, Registrar, said that with every desire to assist 
a bankrupt whose estate had paid the handsome dividend 

in this case, he could not, in the face of the 19th 
section and the 140th rule, grant the order of discharge. 
Reading those two provisions together, it was clear that the 
rupt was not entitled to receive his order of discharge 
until he had passed his public examination. The present 
sitting would be adjourned sine die, with liberty to the 
rupt to apply when he had conformed to the law. 
, Solicitors, Nash, Field § Co. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MANCHESTER, 
(Before J. A. Russxxt, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
Jan. 6.—M‘Govern v. Hinkey. 

Although the Married Women's Property Act, 1870, 
tonfers upon a married woman the power of swing for earn= 
tgs acquired in her separate trade, it does not render her 
Wiadble to be sued upon contracts entered into by her in the course 
& such trade. 

The plaintiff, John M‘Govern, baberdasher, Union-street, 

chester, sued the defendant, Margaret Hinkey, draper 

95, Lord-street, Southport, for a sum of £15 12s., the 
ce of a debt of £35, which she had contracted with 
laintiff, and the remainder of which she had paid in 
iments, 

Mann, who appeared for the plaintiff, said the defendant 
Was a married woman, living apart from her husband, 
ged J and maintaining herself by her own industry, 

receiving no assistance from her husband, whom she 





had not seen for five years. The question which would 
arise in the case was whether she was liable for debts apart 
from her husband. She was carrying on a separate business 
of her own in Southport, and he might take it that she was 
carrying on the business in accordance with the first section 
of the Married. Women’s Property Act, and that all the 
pee which she had become entitled to since she had 
en carrying on the business separately would be her 
separate property, held for her separate use independently 
of her husband. She was, therefore, clearly posse 
of property independently of her husband, and the 
1lth section of the Married Women’s Property Act gave 
her the power to sue for any debts that might be owing 
to her in respect of that property. There was certainly no 
section in the Act imposing on a wife a liability to be sued 
in her own name, but he suggested that tke fact of the Act 
having vested property separately in her and given Ker 
the exclusive control over it implied a liability in her to pay 
debts in respect of that property or the business by which 
she acquired it. Taking it as a matter of contract, he 
contended that the fact ofa husband allowing a wife to 
carry on business separate and apart from him impliedly 
conferred upon her a power to contract debts in her own 
name. It was clear that in equity a married woman must 
bind her separate estate by a contract, and it was a question 
whether she had not power to do so by law. This property 
in her business was vested in the defendant, and it was only 
a reasonable inference that a wife should be enabled to bind 
her separate estate by a contract. 

Smith argued that, as far as the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act was concerned, there was no implied liability 
such as that contended for, because if there had been any 
intention to set aside a long-established principle of law, 
there would have been an express provision to that effect. 
There was no question of separate estate in this case, and 
no pretence that the wife had pledged her separate estate. 

His Honour said he was not aware that this question had 
ever been raised before. The defendant was a married 
woman, living separate from her husband, and carrying on 
business separately from him, and the goods in respect of 
which she was sued were goods supplied to her in the way 
of trade. Certain payments had been made on account of 
those goods, and she was now sued for the balance remaining 
due. In answer to the claim the defendant set up the plea 
of coverture, and the question was whether the plea was a 
good defence. It was perfectly clear that at common law 
it would be a good defence, for a married woman had no 
power to contract such a debt as that in question by the 
common law. But it was suggested that under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, sections 1 and 11, the liability 
contended for in the present case was imposed upon a 
married woman, not expressly, but by implication. From 
the langu of the Ist section, it struck him that it was 
merely canting. It gave a married woman the power to 
acquire property for her separate use, and it did not impose 
any liability on her that she was not subject to before. By 
the 11th section a married woman was empowered to 
maintain an action in her own name to recover earnings or 
other property declared by the Act to be her separate pro- 
perty. That was clearly an enabling enactment, and such 

ing the case the question was whether he was to infer 
that not only had this ability been created, but that a 
liability had been likewise imposed. Inasmuch as the 
statute did not impose any liability in respect to the pro- 
perty mentioned in sections 1 and 11, the liability of the 
woman stood just as it did at common law. But did not 
the statute itself show that, im expressly making her (in 
section 12) liable in respect to debts contracted before 
marriage ? He would not, therefore, go beyond the letter or 
spirit of the Act, which was clearly enabling te a woman, 
but not rendering her subject to any liability except such as 
was expressly imposed upon her. He thought the liability 
of the defendant stood just as it did in common law, and she 
was not, therefore, liable in this action, He dismissed the 
cage, 

Smith, on behalf of the defendant, applied for costs, 
which were granted .—Manchester Guardian, 





Sir Sydney Bell, Chief Justice of the Cape of Good Ho 
has been compelled to resign through ill-health, and the 
Attorney-General, Mr. J. H. De Villiers, has succeeded 
him, Mr. 8. Jacobs, Solicitor.General, being appointed Acting 





Attorney-General. 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cepric Hovearon, solicitor, of Preston, Lancashire, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Preston Burial Board, in 
succession to Mr. Alderman Miles Myres, solicitor, 
deceased. Mr. Houghton was admitted an attorney in 
1862, and was for some years in partnership with the late 
Mr. Miles Myres. 

Mr. Witt1aM Ginsertson, solicitor, of Preston, has been 
unanimously elected Coroner for the Hundreds of Amoun- 
derness and Leyland, in the county of Lancaster, in succes- 
sion to the late Mr. M. Myres. Mr, Gilbertson was admitted 
in 1849. 

Mr. Epwarp Fry WapE, solicitor, of Axbridge, Somerset, 
has been elected Clerk to the Axbridge Highway Board, 
in succession to the late Mr. J. W. Benneit. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. W. H. MOSS. . 
Mr. William Henry Moss, solicitor, of Hull, died there on 
the 6th inst., in his sixtieth year. Mr. Moss, who was ad- 
mitted in Hilary Term, 1840, was for several years solicitor 
to the Hull Dock Company, and was twice Mayor of Hull. 
At the close of his first Mayoralty, in 1857, he presented to 
the town a marble statue of her Majesty to be placed in the 
park. He was afterwards entertained at a complimentary 
banquet. Mr. Moss was elected Mayor of Hull a second time 
in 1862, on which occasion, in compliance with the wishes 
of a large number of persons in Hull, he sat for his portrait, 
which was engraved and published. According to the 
Law List Mr. Moss was a member of the Incorporated 
Law Society, the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, the 
Yorkshire Law Society, and the Metropolitan and Provin- 
cial Law Association. Among other local appointments 
which he held, besides the solicitorship of the Hull Dock 
Company, were those of solicitor to the Hull South Bridge 
Company, the Humber Mutual Marine Insurance Associa- 
tion, and the Hull Matual Freight and Oatfit Insurance 
Association. 


MR. J. PRATT. 


Mr. James Pratt, solicitor, of Wootton Bassett, in Wilt- 
shire, died on the 6th January. The deceased was ad- 
mitted an attorney in Michaelmas Term, 1823, and in the 
following year settled at Wootton Bassett, where he had 
an extensive practice. For many years he was an alder- 
man and magistrate for the borough of Wootton Bassett, 
and also held several local appointments—namely, clerk to 
the local board of guardians, superintendent registrar of 
births, marriages, and deaths, and clerk to the trustees 
of turnpike-roads. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


INCORPOKATED LAW SOCIETY OF IRELAND. 


The following is a portion of the report of the Council of 
this Society, reprinted from the Irish Law Times :— 


AtrogzNeys any Soricrrors Act (IRELAND), 1866. 

In December last the Council of the Cork Law Socisty 
brought under the notice of your Council a case which had 
occurred before the police magistrate in that city in the 
previous month of August, in which a constable who took 
apon himself to stave the case against an accused party was 

ed by the magistrate so to do, although the attorney 
for the accused interposed to make a preliminary objec- 
tion, on behalf of this profession, to such a proceeding ; the 
magistrate, nevertheless, prevented the attorney from 
making bis objection pending the statement of the constable, 
and r that the constable shoula be heard, in cor.formity 
with a circular issued from Dublin Castle, dated 29th August, 
1870, addressed to the magistrates of Petty Sessions for their 
gxidanees and instruction. 

The Council of the Cork Law Society also informed your 
Council that they had subsequent! ought the facts of 

before the authorities at Dublin Castle, and had 
equested to be informed by what authority any constable was 





invested with the power, as not only his right, but his duty, 
of conducting cases, and examining and cross-examinij 
witnesses, without the intervention of any professional 

as stated in the circular of 29th August, 1870, but that their 
Council had been informed by the Under-Secretary that the 
grounds or reasons upon which the law officers arrived at 
the opinion expressed in the circular referred to could not be 
inquired into. Under these circumstances the Council of 
the Cork Law Society requested the intervention of your 
Council on behalf of this profession, and your Coungi! 
accordingly submitted a statement of the whole case (in- 
cluding the correspondence with the Under-Secretary) to 
Gerald Fitzgibbon, junior, Esq., Q.C., for his opinion, ¢ 
copy of which opinion is as follows -— 

“Tn all cases of summary proceedings before justices, itig 
provided by the Petty Sessions Act, 14& 15 Vict. c. 93, 8,9, 
that the parties by and against whom any complaint or 
information shall there be heard, shall be admitted to conduct 
or make their ful] answer and defence thereto respectively, 
and to have the witnesses examined and cross-examined by 
themselves, or by counsel or attorney on their behalf. 

‘Tn all such summary proceedings, therefore, no constable 
can be admitted to conduct any case, unless he be the party 
complaining. 

“Tn all cases of proceedings for indictable offences of a 
public nature every member of the constabulary is, by the 
Act 6 Will. 4, c. 13, charged with all the powers and 
duties of a constable at common law or by statute, and 
these include the arrest of offenders on warrant, information, 
or suspicion of felony, the preservation of the peace, and 
protection of property from crime; and in every case of 
arrest it is the duty of the constable to bring his prisoner 
before a justice, in order that he may be committed for 
trial or discharged. 

‘*In such proceedings the Crown is the prosecutor; the 
constable, as a public peace officer, is charged with the duty 
of explaining and proving to the justice the cause of the 
arrest; and, as incident to this duty, he is, in my opinion, 
entitlod to state the fact, and examine and cross-examine 
witnesses. 

“The Attorneys Act imposes penalties only for ‘ acting 
as attorney or solicitor,’ and no one can 80 act except on 
behalf of a party. It appears to me that iu offences the 
subject of indictment the constable, who, to use the 
common phrase, ‘has charge of the case,’ is acting as a 
pubiie peace officer, having no client except the Queen, 
representing the public, but not as a party, and that he does 
not incur any penalty by so doing. 

‘*T am, therefore, of opinion that the circular of 29th 
August, 1870, correctly states the law. 

(Signed) GeraLp Firzcippoy, Jun., 
10, Merrion square, North, 

Dec, 21, 1872.” 


A copy of this opinion was subsequently furnished to the 
Cork Law Society, but it did not seen to your Council that 
any beneficial resuls would be obtained by futher action in 
the matter. 

PRIVILEGES oF THE PROFESSION. 

Your Council regret to say that the practice (referred to 
in the Report of the Council for 1871) of the preparation of 
deeds in the office of the Irish Church ‘Temporalties’ Com- 
mission, to the prejudice of the members of your profession, 
still prevails, notwithstanding the efforts made to have it 
discontinued ; and your Council recommend to their suc- 
cessors to endeavour to devise some means to remedy the 
practice complained of. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting held at the Law Institu- 
tion on Tuesday evening last the question for discussion 
was:—‘‘Is a sale of the property the remedy of am 
equitable mortgagee by deposit of title-deede?™ It was 
decided in the affirmative. 

‘The secretary's adjourned motion was carried. 


BRISTOL ARTICLED CLERKS’ DEBATING SOCIBTY. 

A meeting of this society was held in the Law Library 
on Tuesday evening, J. Miller, Kisq., solicitor, in the chair. 
The following was the subject for discussion :—“ In a one 
of manslaughter and assault, should conviction for the 
latter be a bar to prosecution for the former ?” Mr. Thomas 
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ed in the affirmative, and was followed by Mr. Fenwick 
jn the negative. All the members present joined in the 
debate, and the negative was ultimately carried by a large 


majority. 








THE PROPERTY OF MARRIED WOMEN. 
ProsPECTIVE LEGISLATION IN REFERENCE THERETO. 


Apaper read at the meeting of the Metropolitan and Provin- 
cial Law Association, held at Birmingham, on the 21st 
October, 1873, by CHarLes Epwarp MatrHeEws, Solicitor, 
Birmingham. 

Any subject affecting the relations between the sexes is 
asually hampered by more than ordinary difficulties. Any 

reform that may be suggested can rarely be con- 
abe upon its own merits. The prejudices of the 
average lawyer against change of any kind can generally 
be surmounted by time and labour; but the prejudices 
inst what are sometimes too harshly considered social 
innovations are far more difficult to contend with. To 
dispel these requires something more than either time or 
labour. It requires a certain lucidity of mental atmosphere. 

It requires dn even temper and an open mind. 

I desire to call your attention in a very short paper to 
some of the laws relating to married women, to the 
manner in which the laws in force in the year 1870 were 
altered by the Act of that year, and whether that Act is to 
be considered as final or whether further legislation on th 

ject is required. : 

do not propose for a moment to go into any of those 
oomplex questions which lie outside the technical necessities 
of my subject. I need only start with the statement which 
cannot be contradicted that the laws relating to the pro- 
perty and earnings of married women have been the result 
of that state of ‘‘ female subjection’ (as Mr. Mill calls it) 
which whether for good or evil has so long existed in this 
country. 

Some of these laws are very remarkable—some of them 
are but little known outside the profession, and are taken 
toooften as a matter of course within it. 

There are about four millions of wives in Great Britain 
and of these about one million are employed in trades or 
professions of various kinds. 

By the common law of England previous to the Act of 
1870 a husband was not only practically entitled to the 
éntire property of his wife, but had the absolute right to 
seize and dispose of whatever earnings she might acquire 
during the marriage. 

The wife had no legal existance separate from the 
husband. Her existence, to use our quaint legal expression, 
is‘merged” in him. A lady for instance wrote a play or 

a picture, received a considerable quid pro quo, 
and put the money by. Her husband wanting the money 
for the purpose of his business, or perhaps to pay a debt of 
honour with, exercised his undoubted marital right, took 
the money and applied it, at his own pleasure, for his own 

es 


The deserted wife of a drunken or profligate husband 
carried on a little business, kept her house and children in 
Cleanliness and comfort and put a little money in the 
savings’ bank. Her husband. in the exercise of his 
undoubted marital right, swooped down upon the house, 
took possession of his wife’s scanty earnings, drew the 
money from the bank and left home again, only to revisit 
it when the revived energies of his unhappy helpmeet shall 
have made it worth his while. 

Tt was not to be wondered at that under such laws idle. 
ness and drunkenness on the part of a husband were 
encouraged, because in a bad man the natural incentive to 

was taken away; that the wife's motive for exertion 

Was removed because she knew that the earnings which 

might otherwise be spent upon her children or her home 

might be forcibly taken from her at any time, and that 

Whole families belonging to the poorer classes were 
Constantly plunged into misery and rain. 

it was to be wondered at that scores of members of 

ent should have opposed the wholesome Act of 1870, 

and urged that we lived in tho best of all possible worlds, 

and that the laws relating to the property of married 
Women were the best of all ible lawa. 

Now what was accomplished by the Act of 1870? It 


was a good Act as far as it went, but it dealt partially and 
incompletely with a ised social injustice. 

It made but small alterations in the legal relations of 
husband and wife, but it did some very good things. 

It gave married women the sole right to their own 
earnings, whether derived from trade or from the exercise 
of scientific, literary, or artistic skill. It gave married 
women for their own use deposits made by them in 
Government savings banks, in funds, in fully paid up shares 
or debentures of pudlic companies, and in deposits or 
debentures in friendly or provident societies; and it 
allowed wives to effect policies of insurance in their own 
names, allowed them to receive for their own use money 
coming to them as next of kin, or real property coming to 
them by descent, and on the other hand it freeda husband 
from responsibility for a wife's contracts made before 
marriage and made a married woman owning separate 
property liable to tie parish for the maintenance of her 
husband and children. 

What are the rights of a husband over the property of his 
wife ? Coverture,as Blackstoneobserves, involves twoideas, 
the one “ the husband’s supremacy, the other the wife’s sub- 
jugation.” To such an extent does this doctrine still apply 
that so far as the right to a woman’s property is concerned 
the merger to which I have referred may take place long 
previous to marriage. If after the commencement of a 
treaty for marriage the intended wife makes any disposi- 
tion of her property without the proposed husband’s 
consent or knowledge, the law will defeat any such dis- 
position on the ground that the possession of such property 
may have been, as no doubt it often is, a weighty induce- 
ment to the proposed husband to enter into the contract. 
Consequently after a treaty for marriage has been 
commenced, any disposition so made of the property of the 
intended wife is not binding on her subsequent husband. 
It is a refinement of cruelty that it makes no difference 
whether the proposed husband is aware of the intended 
wife’s fortune or not. A lady may be possessed of £10,000 
in the funds. She may engage herself to a rich gentle. 
man. She may withdraw £2,000 of her fortune and settle 
it upon a widowed mother or an invalid sister. Her 
husband may be in absolute ignorance until his marriage 
that she possesses any fortune at all, and yet the law will 
set aside the settlement at his instance on the ground that 
the wife’s careful provision for a mother or sister is a fraud 
upon his marital rights. It is hardly to be wondered at, 
therefore, that the late Chancellor of the Exchequer should 
have indignantly inquired what crime there was im 
matrimony “ that the woman who committed it should be 
visited with the penalties of high treason and have all her 
property confiscated.” ; or should have stated that by the 
present state of the law “a man without a shilling might 
marry a woman of great wealth, and, by stadying the law 
of cruelty to perfection, might, by a course of conduct 
which would be just within the law, drive his wife and 
children from him, seize their property, and redace them to 
misery and destitution while he fattened upon the spoils of 
the unhappy woman whom he had sworn to love and to 
cherish.” 

It is difficult to imagine any just ground for the reten- 
tion of a law which would seem to be as unnecessary as it 
is certainly unjust. " 

The injustice of the common law which in effect (and 
subject to the provisions of the Act of 1870) gives all a 
woman’s property to her husband, is mitigated to some 
extent by the ingenious contrivance of the wife's equity to 
a settlement. 

Say the wife receives a legacy of £200 under the Act of 
1870, she takes the money and does what she likes with it, 
But if the legacy is £2,000 the husband's rights step in, 
and although the Court will order half of it to be settled 
upon her, to secure her againt possible marital improvi- 
dence, it hands over the rest as an ordinary matrimonial 
perquisite to the husband or to his creditors—and so strong 
is the leaning, even of the Court of Chancery, in favour of 
the husband, that in a well-known case where a man had 
deserted his wife and was living with anocher woman, the 
Court declined to settle the whole of a sudden windfall of 
£6,000 upen the injured wife, but gave her only threes 
fourths of it, allotting the remaining fourth as the smallest 





amount that was equitably payable to the scoundrel whe 
was her husband. 
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What public interest or private advantage results from 
making a husband the sole disposer of his wife’s for- 
tune? What conceivable disadvantage could accrue from 
giving to a wife those powers over her own property which 
her friends always endeavour in some sort to secure for 
her by cumbrous and unwieldy machiuery ? 

Of course, we are told that the right of husbands to the 
property of their wives is the consideration due to them 
for the various obligations which they incur by matrimony. 
But what are these obligations? His responsibility for 
his wife’s debts contracted previous 10 marriagé was re- 
moved by the Actef 1870 His responsibility for the con- 
sequences of any criminal action she may commit in his 
presence is so very slight and inconsiderable that it need 
not be takeninto account. All that a hnsband is now re- 
sponsible for is this, that he is bound to provide “ his wife 
with necessaries suitable to her condition in life.” 

This does not appear to be a very grave liability. For if 
a married women orders more silk dresses than a jury may 
consider necessary to her position, her husband is not bound 
to pay for them, and the too confiding tradesman is left 
out in the cold. 

Is it right that in exchange for the legal obligation of 
providing a wife with the ordinary necessaries of life a man 
should be entitled (subject to the exceptions made by the Act 
of 1870) to the whole of her property ? 

On this important subject there has been plenty of in- 
cipient legislation. 

Two bills were introduced during the past session of 
Parliament to amend the Married Women’s Property Act 
of 1870. Neither of them, if I remember rightly, got even 
a hearing ; at any rate they are for the present relegated to 
the limbo of abortive legislation. One of these measures, 
viz., that brought in by Mr. Hinde Palmer, proposed to cut 
the Gordian knot in a very summary manner. Hus- 
bands and wives were placed precisely in the same posi- 
tion as if they had been brother and sister, and husbands and 
wives were to be jointly sued whenever one contracted as 
the agent of the other. 

It is to be feared that legislation of this kind would soon 
defeat its own end. No provision was proposed in this 
bill for dealing with the serious questions which would 
continually arise between married people and their credi- 
tors, and practical men of business know too well of what 
great moment such questions would be. The fact is the 
whole subject of the legal relations between husband and 
wife wants careful reconsideration with a view to legal 
amendment and alteration. 

A husband who isa mechanic getting £2 or £3 a week 
leaves his wife nnd children. Of course no tradesman will 
trust the wife with necessaries, for the husband is not worth 
suing, and it isa cruel thing to oblige the wife and children 
to go on the parish before the husband can be compelled to 

ive ten or twelve shilling a week towards their support. 

he subject is too complex to tinker with. The two bills of 
last session only proposed to amend and vary the Act of 
1870, so that if either of them had become law we should 
first have had to acquaint ourselves with the state of the law 
prior to 1870, then with the law as varied by the Act of 
that year, and then with the law as still further varied by 
the Acts amending it. It is really quite time that some pro- 
test was made against inefficient and piecemeal legislation. 

The laws relating to the property of married women will 
sooner or later come up for careful inquiry, and probably 
for thorough revision, and I can conceive no subject on 
which long-promised codification would be more useful or 
beneficial. 

_ Tam no rash advoeate for the adoption of what are some- 
times vaguely termed “ Women’s Rights,” but I do protest 
against the needless prolongation of women’s wrongs— 
against the continuance of a one-sided legislation, which 
results not only in a legal injustice, but in a social mistake. 

A distinguished legal commentator has observed “ that the 
very legal disabilities to which women are subjected showed 
how great favouritesthey were in eye of the law.” It isnot 
easy to appreciate the ponderous joke which is hidden in these 
words. The inquisitive person who inquired from the phreno- 
logist what manner of men those were who possessed at once 
the organs of destructiveness and benevolence received for 
his answer, ‘Those who kill with kindness.” Surely it is 
time that the English law should cease to be afflicted with a 
phrenological development of this kind. 

Look at the anomalies in the existing law. A woman 





has a right to take as her own a share of property coming 
to her as next of kin if it amount to £10.000. ‘ 

She has a right to the rents and profits of any real estate 
to which she may become heiress, even though the rent may 
exceed £5,000 a-year. 

But if a man leaves a married woman a legacy of £300 
the husband takes it as his own, if he leaves her a freehold 
estate the husband takes an interest for their joint liv 
and can dispose of it at his own pleasure and without her 
consent under the existing law. 

In the inevitable amendment of these Jaws care must be 
taken in doing justice to the wife that injustice is not done 
to the husband. A woman of property should have larger 

owers of disposition over her freehold and copyhold es 
But at the same time she should be made directly liable for 
the support and maintenance of her household. A widow 
should have no right to dower or to any interest in her hug. 
band’s property until bis creditors are paid. 

A husband—in cases of divorce—ought no longer to be 
liable for costs to enable a guilty wife to carry on a suit, at 
any rate unless the Court is satisfied that she is otherwise 
unable to do so. Nor should any allowance for subsistunce 
during a pending suit be made to a wife if the Court is 
satisfied that she is able to maintain herself without it, and 
no permanent subsistence ought to be granted if a separa. 
tion or divorce is the result of a wife’s misconduct. 

A certain exaggeration in the manner in which just 
claims have been urged may be pardoned to women and 
their advocates when we consider how grave have been their 
causes for complaint, but the course of events no less obli 
us to see that wives do not obtain important and unjust 
rights as respects their husband's property in addition to 
the exclusive guardianship of that which is their own, 

It will be asked, of course, whether, if women are allowed 
a greater disposition over their own property, they will be 
likely to make a good use of it. Every lawyer knows the 
typical woman, with noble and generous impulses, who, un- 
less restrained by some judicious and unimpressionable’ 
adviser, will calmly sacrifica all her prospects in life for the 
benefit of some worthless relative. Well it is only by 
proper training that method can be given to the madnessof 
female generosity. 

Howcan we expect people to be trustworthy if wenever trust 
them? Increase a woman's responsibility, and you increase 
her self-reliance. If the object of our laws and our training 
is to cut women off from any kaowledge of the real value 
of money, or from the opportunity of judiciously administer 
ing it, what right have we to turn to the creatures of our 
own creating and to quote the results of our own training 
as urguments to prove the natural unfitness of the female 
sex to share in the discharge of those various pecuniary 
duties which we arrogate exclusively to ourselves. 

I venture to think that it is within the knowledge of all 
lawyers that a woman properly trusted with funds knows 
quite as well how to administer them as we do, 
am certain that in many households the annual provision 
that is ensured to wives by their marriage settlements causes 
them to be treated with additional consideration and res 
and I am convinced that any laws would be wise laws 
which would tend to place women on more equal ani 
honourable terms with men, and which would elevate their 
position and influence in society. 





DECISIONS ON THE PARLIAMENTARY 
ELECTIONS ACT, 1868. 

Messrs. O'Malley and Hardcastie have brought out the 
second part of their second volume of Election Reports, 
These reports come down to the Gloucester case—the latest 
decided by an election tribunal. As it is extremely im- 
probable that a fresh part will appear before the general 
election, we take this opportunity of calling the attention of 
our readers to the modification which the law relating t 
elections has received since the passing of the Parliamentary 
Elections Act. ‘The existence of these reports at all is one 
of the not least important effects of the Act, asthe decisions 
of the committees of the House of Commons, being de 
livered by laymen, were not capable of being collected as 
systematic reports, with tho reasons and principles upon 
which the cases were decided set out in accurate 
language. The publication of these reports—in which 
doctrines of the election law are set out in the lu 
and elaborate judgments of the election judges— 





relie 





SBFaS BE Wir” 


eee UL CC ONT Or 6S OPT eet em 6 FC REO RS 


— oe, a a, 





Jan. 17,1874. THE SOLICILORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


209 














yelieves a want which was generally felt by those of 
the profession who were in any wise concerned with the 
Jaws on electioneering. The law of agency in’ Parlia- 
mentary elections has been much illustrated, if not 
altered, by these judgments. Some apprehension was 
felt, at the time of the passing of the Act, as to the 
principles on which the judges would proceed in de- 
ciding a question of agency, as the Act contained no 

ss provision as to agency; and the principles of 
agency, a3 understood at common law, and thuse which 
were acted on by the committees of the House of 
Commons in election matters, were in many respects dif- 
ferent. These apprehensions, however, were dispersed by 
the decision of Baron Martin in the Norwich case (1 O'M. 
& H.10), in which he decided “that the law of agency 
which would vitiate an election is utterly different from 
that which would subject a candidate to a penalty or an 
indictment, and the question of his right to sit in Parlia- 
ment has to be settled upon an entirely different principle. 
The relation is more on the principle of master and servant 
than of principal and agent.” There can be little doubt 
that such a decision was based on the principles of common 
sense, and that if the common law principle of agency had 
prevailed in election matters, transactions like those which 
were revealed at Norwich and elsewhere would have taken 
place with almost perfect safety to the successful candidate, 
and our elections would have become even more corrupt 
than they sometimes are. The general tendency of the 
decisions seems to be to render the principal more liable 
for acts done by his agents than he was before. Where 
£11,000 was lodged by the candidate in the hands of one 
person, with directions to spend the money honestly, but 
no control was exercised over him as to the way of spend- 
ing the money, it was held that such an extensive employ- 
ment renders the candidate responsible not only for the 
acts of the agent himself, but for the acts of all those whom 
he employs (Bewdley case, 1 OM. & H. 18). In the 
Galway case (2 O'M. & H. 53), a letter written by the re- 
spondent to a Roman Catholic clergyman, in which he 
proposed a conference of the clergy to determine 
how far the clergy should go in asking the tenants 
to vote against their landlords, aud also to organise 
& popular meeting, was held to be suflicient to render 
every bishop and every priest who acted at the meeting an 
agent. Inthe Tuunton case (1 O’M. & H. 181), where an 
association had been formed for the purpose of conducting 
the registration and the election, and during the election 


this association acted as an election committee usually | 


does, and the respondent, by his agents, knew that 
the association was actively canvassing in his behalf, 
it was held that when things are openly done, which 
would not be done in the ordinary course of things, exceps 
with the cognizance of a candidate who sanctioned them, 
the natural inference, in the absence of proof to the con- 
trary, would be that they were done by a person acting as 
agent for the candidate. In this case such a degree of 
benefit was derived from the assistance of this association, 
and its assistance was so important that it fairly estab- 
lished that if the candidate took the assistance and did 
rot hold the association off, or repudiate it, he must abide 
the consequences, and be responsible for the malpractices 
of the association. Acts of bribery having been proved 
against this association, the candidate was held responsible 
for it, and he was unseated. But on the other hand, in 
the Westminster case (1 O'M. & H. 91), the sitting member 
was held not answerable for the acts of an agent employed 
by an association formed for political purposes of which 
the respondent had been a member, and to which he had 
subscribed large sums, but from which he had withdrawn 
on becoming a parliamentary candidate. As to individual 
— some remarkable decisions have been come to, 

ich are rather favourable to the interests of the sitting 
members, and those electors of lax political principles who 
keep a sharp look out for “the man in the moon” at the 
eve of an election ; for instance, it has been held that mes- 
sengers cannot be regarded as agents (Windsor case, 1 
O'M. & H. 3). And in case of treating after the election by 
the agent of the candidate, it is necessary to prove that he 

a continuing authority from the candidate to act after 
the election (Norfolk case, 1 O'M. & H. 243), The doctrine 
of limited agency, about which some doubt seems to have 
formerly existed, may be taken to have been finally decided 





| 





in the Westbury case (1 O'M. & H. 48), and the Norfolk case 
(1 O'M & H. 237), by which it appears that a limited antho- 
rity to canvass makes the respondent only liable to that 
limited extent. In the Stafford case (1 O’M. & H. 231) 
Mr, Justice Blackburn decided a question which might have 
caused anxiety and danger to a candidate conducting his 
election on bond fide pure principles. In that case it was 
proved that certain electors, really adverse to the respondent, 
had gone to a committee of the respondent, with a pre- 
determination to take any bribe that might be offered on 
the respondent’s side, and to go and tell aboutit. Evidence 
was given to show that one of the respondent’s agents was 
cognizant of this plot, and was himself planning to betray 
the respondent. Mr. Justice Blackburn, in his judgment, 
said, as to this, ‘‘ if a paid agent of the respondent was plan- 
ning to betray him, I do not think that he could be considered 
an agent, so that his acts could vacate the election. If a 
candidate employs an agent, and that agent, contrary to his 
wish and contrary to his direction, commits a corrupt act, 
the candidate is responsible for it ; but where he employs an 
agent, and the agent treacherously or traitorously agrees 
with the other side, then if he does a corrupt act, it would 
not vacate the seat, unless it is proved that the corrupt act 
was at the special request of the candidate himself, or some 
untainted and authorised agent of the candidate, who 
directed the act to be done.” —Jrish Law Times 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNIVERSITY OF LONDON, 1874. 
First LL.B. Examination. 
Pass List. 
First Division. 

Clarke, Fielding.—Private study. 
Phillips, Walter Ross.—Wesley College. 
Serrell, George, M.A.—Private study. 
Spokes, Arthur Hewett, B.A.—University College. 
Taylor, Robert William, B.A.—University College. 


Second Division. 
Baxter, William.—Law Sch., Trinity Coll. Dublin. 
Beaston,, Joseph.—Private study. 
Dean, Edmund.—Private study. 
Ellis, Arthur Mackay.—Private study. 
Hart, Abraham Lionel.—Private study. 
Knighton, James.—Private study. 
Morice, Beaumont. --Private study. 
Paice, Charles.—Private study. 
Rook, Walter Newell.—Private study. 
Tebbutt, Neville, B.A.—-Private study. 
Trapnell, Henry Caleb.—Private tuition and study. 
Walmesley, James.—Private tuition. 
Wilson, William Henry Charles.—Private tuition. 





Seconp LL.B. Examination, 
Pass List. 
First Division. 
Jones, David Brynmér.— University College. 
Lubbock, Edgar.—Private study. 
Second Division, 

Ball, William Edmund Bunting.—Private study. 
Benjamin, Hyman Nathaniel.—Private study. 
Glaisyer, Henry.—Private study. 
Gover, William Henry.—Private tuition. 
Mosely, Benjamin Lewis.—Private tuition. 
Radford, George Heynes.—Private study. 
Sykes, John Gaskell Walker.—University College. 








A numerously attended meeting of the bar was held in 
Quebec on the 19th inst., to take into consideration the 

uestion of bringing the present condition of the Court of 
Secu’e Bench under the notice of the Minister of J ustice. 
Resolutions declaring the administration of justice in the 
Court of Queen’s Bench inefficient, and calculated to destro 
the confidence which it should enjoy as the highest tribua 
in the country, and advocating a speedy re-organization as 
absolutely necessary, were adopted. Copies were sent to 
the Minister of Justice and the Attorney-General of the 
Province of Quebec. 
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LEGAL ITEMS. 


Mr. Torr, Q.C., and Mr. Lindley, Q.C., have been ap- 
pointed Benchers of the Middle Temple. 

There are 281 petitions for private bills lodged for the en- 
suing session. The number of private bills last year was 334. 

The trial of Mr. Herbert Templeman, solicitor, for forgery 
at the Central Criminal Court, has been postponed till the 
next session. 

We are informed that Mr. David Black, solicitor, has 
resigned the town clerkship of Brighton, which he has held 
for eleven years. 

It is stated that the recordership of Dover is about to 
become vacant by the resignation of Sir. William H. 
Bodkin, who has held that office since 1834. 

A Bill to raise the judges’ salaries is before the South 
Australian Assembly. It provides that the Chief Justice 
shall have £2,000; Second Judge, £1,700; and Third 
Judge, £1,800. 

The judges of the Court of Exchequer, under the authority 
of the Act of 1868, have selected Baron Bramwell to be 
placed on the rota for the trial of election petitions in the 
place of Baron Martin during this year. 

The Scottish Law Magazine says that Mr. Beach 
Lawrence, the well-known editor of Wheaton, has been 
appointed to the Chair of the Law of Nations, which forms 
part of the National University now being founded at 
Washington. 

A general order is published in the Gazette of Tuesday last, 
issued by the Local Government Board under the Bastardy 
Laws Amendment Act of last session, containing forms for 
proceedings under the Bastardy Acts on the application of 
guardians of the poor. 


It is stated that President Grant has withdrawn his 
nomination of Mr. Caleb Cushing for the Chief Justiceship 
of the Supreme Court, in consequence of the discovery of a 
letter proving his connection with the Government of 
Jefferson Davis. 


Sir John William Bell Mansel, Bart., has been appointed 
vice-chairman of the Carmarthenshire Quarter Sessions. 
Sir John was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1831, 
and is a deputy-lieutenant and magistrate for Carmarthen- 
shire, of which county he was high sheriff in 1846. 


It is stated by John Bull that a lady is at the present 
time “‘ reading in chambers” with a conveyancing counsel in 
Lincoln’s-inn, and means to make application to one of the 
ae — with a view to being admitted to eat her way 
to the bar. 


On Tuesday a deputation, consisting of some of the lead- 
ing solicitors in Bradford, waited upon Mr. Daniel, Q.C., 
Judge of the County Court, to solicit his influence in having 
Bradford made one of the districts under the legislation with 
reference to district courts which is expected to follow the 
Judicature Act. 


The judges met on Thursday and, pg to the Pall 
0 


Mall Gazette, chose the spring circuits as follows—viz. :— 
Home—Kelly, C.B, and Lush, J. Oxford—Lord Cole- 
ridge, C.J., and Cleasby, B. Northern—Denman, J., and 
Honyman, J. Western—Keating, J., and Grove, J. Nor- 
folk—Blackburn, J., and Brett, J. Midland—Archibald, J., 
and Pollock, B. North Wales—Pigott, B. South Wales— 
Quain J. Cockburn, C.J., remains in town. 


One of the charges against Mr. Williams, the Attorney- 
General of the United States, is that he has kept the names 
of his coachmen and other servants upon the pay roll of the 
department of justice, and that an expensive carriage for 
Mrs, Williams has been paid for out of the department funds. 
On the latter charge, says the Albany Law Journal, it is 
stated without contradiction that the committee of the 
Senate has discovered the following among the vouchers at 
the Treasury departmant : 

** Wasuinoron, D. C., Jan. 19, 1872. 
The United States to A. J. Joyce, Dr. 
To one landaulet fordepartment of justice.... 1,600 dola. 
Received payment, A. J. Jorn” 


A Branch Postal Telegraph Office has been opened in 
Westminster Hall, adjoining the Law Courts, at which 
telegrams for all parts may be handed in, and from which 





telegrams for barristers, solicitors, and others attending the 
Courts will be delivered. The office has been establisheg 
with the special object of affording a rapid means of com. 
munication between the Law Courts at Westminster ang 
the Temple, Lincoln’s-inn, and Gray’s-inn, and has 
directly connected with the Temple Bar, Chancery-lane, 
Lincoln’s-inn (Serle-street), and Holborn Branch Postal Tele. 

raph Offices. Telegrams for deiivery in the Westminster 
om Courts may a er in at these offices, whence they 
will be promptly despatched: 


At the meeting of the Common Council on Thursday g 
letter was read from Messrs. Torr, Janeway, Tagart, & Co,, 
solicitors, of Bedford-row, applying on behalf of Mp 
Commissioner Kerr for the sum of £1,239 5s., being the 
amount of fees levied under the Admiralty Jurisdiction 
Acts in his court during the last five years. A letter was 
also read from Mr. Kerr himself, addressed, under date 
of the 12th inst., to the Lord Mayor. He said that 
having exhausted every means open to him of obtaini 
from the Common Council the fulfilment of the arrange. 
ment made between them on the 4th of June, 1869, he had 
been obliged at Jast to put himself in the hands of his 
solicitors. He was now advised that the Admiralty fees 
which had been paid into the chamber during the last fiye 
years belonged in point of law to him, and his solicitors had 
accordingly been instructed to take the proper measures to 
obtain payment. It would of course be said that by the 
arrangement referred to he agreed to give up his right to 
those fees ; but that was an erroneous view of that con- 
tract. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, Jan, 16, 1874. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 92, | Annuities, April, ’85 9% 
Ditto for Account, 923 Feb. 4 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 190# 
3 per Cent. Reduced 913 | Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct.6 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do 6 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. "94 Ditto, £100 & £200, 6 dis 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock 5 peer 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 | Ct, (last half-year) 254 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— ' Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


(ndiaStk.,104pCt.Apr.'74,205 | (nd, Knf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 10% 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, 801083 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account .— April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. ’88 1033 Do.Do,5per Cent., Aug.’73 1009 
Ditto,ditro,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 
Ditto Knfaced Ppr ,1per Cent.94 | Dittc, ditto, under £1900 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





| Railways. -|Closing Prices 
Fe act BEL Si, Abin see 
Stock! Bristol and Exeter 
Stock) Caledonian 
Stock| Giasgow and South-Western 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Stock Great Northern .... 
Stock) Do., A Stock*.... 
Stock Great Southern and W 
Stock|Great Western—Original........+......+ 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ccccccessssseees 
Stock’ London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover 
Stock London and North-Western 
Stock’ Londos and South Western 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoin 
Stock! Metropolitan 
= 4 Do., Distriet 

toe wiail A 
Stock North British .......c0.s000 
Stock North Eastern...» 
Stock North London 
Stock North staffordshi 
Stock South Devon 
Bteck South-Eastern 














* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
Money Marker anp Crry Intecua ENcT. 

The Bank rate was reduced on Thursday from 4 per 
cent. to 3) per cent. The proportion of reserve to 
lities has risen from 43°33 to 46'14., Up to Wednesday 
there was considerable dulness in the railway market. 
On that day, however, the announcement of the South- 
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Bastern dividend at the same rate as for the same period 
last year causel an improvement, which continued on 
Thursday. In the foreign market at the commencement 
of the week there was a considerable fall in Egyptian 
Stocks, but they have since improved, and the general 
tone of the market on Wednesday and Thursday was 


firm. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. ‘ 
TrusTRAM—On Jan. 13, at 44, Chepstow Villas, Kensington- 
-gardens, W., the wife of William Prince Trustram, Esq., 
of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

Hvueues—Bricnut—On Dec. 31, at Bluffside, Yonkers, United 
States of America, Reginald Hughes, D.C.L., barrister, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, to Matildia Adeline, eldest daughter of the 
Rev. Dr. Bright, of New York. 

Wiuson—PuiLL1es—On Dec. 27, at Unity Church, Islington, 
Roland Knyvet Wilson, M.A., barrisiter-at-law, to Christiana 
Whiting, youngest daughter of the late Richard Phillips, 


F.R.S. 
DEATH, 
Pz RRIN—On Jan. 2, at Lewisham, Kent, Samuel Henry Perrin 
of 15, King-street, Cheapside, E.C., solicitor, in his 35th 


year. 





LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuespay, Jan. 6, 1874. 
Buckley, William, and Arthur Buckley , attorneys and solicitors, Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne. Dec 31 
Coulton, John James, and Edward Milligen Beloe, attorneys and solici- 
tors, King’s Lynn, Norfolk. Jan 1 
Hill, John Edwards, and Edward James Smith, attorneys at law and 
solicitors, Halifax. Jan 2 
Holden, Thomas, and James Henry Holden, attorneys and solicitors 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Dec 31 ’ 
Kimber, Henry, and Charles Cydwelyn Ellis, attorneys and solicitors , 
Lombard st. Dec 3) 
Fripay, Jan. 9, 1874, 
Spours, W., and William John Carr, Alnwick, attorneys at law, solici- 
tors, and conveyancers. Dec 31 


TuesDay, Jan. 13, 1874. 
Sandys, William, and James Pullen Knott, attor neys and solicitors, 
Gray's inn square. Jan 10 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tvuxspay, Jan, 6, 1874. 
LIMITED in CHANCBRY. 

Air-Gas Light Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 6. directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Jan 16, Gregson, 
Angel ct, Throgmorton st, solicitor for the petitioners, 

Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presen - 
ted Jan 2, directed to be heard before the M.R., on Jan 17. Tucker. 
and Co, King st, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Tunis Railways Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 6, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Friday, Jan 16 
Heritage, Nicholas lane, solicitor for the petitioners, 

Fripay, Jan, 9, 1873. 
LiMItreD In O#aNcREY. 

Ballycummisk Copper Mining Company, Limited.—The M.R, bas fixed 
Jan 19 at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

British Patent Condensed Milk Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Jan 6, direeted to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on 
Saturday, Jan 17. Turner, London Bridge Railway approach, South- 
wark, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Florida Silver Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
@p, presented Jan 7, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on Jan 
17. Upward, Finsbury circus, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Tugspay, Jan. 13, 1873. 
Tarmrrep tn CHANCERY. 


Braganza Gold Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are required on 
or before March 30, to send their names and addresses and the par- 
ticolars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Audrey Broad, Walbrook, 
Friday, April 17, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims, 

Hereford and South Wales Waggon and Engiveering Company, Limited, 
Petition for winding up, presented Jan 10, directed to be heard 

V.C, Bacon,on Suturday, Jan 24, Wild and Co, Ironmonger 
lane, solicitors for’the petitioner. 


County Patating or LANcasTErR, 

Bold strest Houschold Stores, Limited,—Creditors are required on or 
before Feb 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Thomas Hayes Sheen, 30, North John st, 

1. Monday, Feb 23, at 2, is appointed for hearing and adju- 

U dicating upon the debts and claims, 





Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tvcgspay, Jan 6, 1874. 

Allen, Thomas, Fortess terrace, Kentish Town, Bricklayer. Feb 14. 
Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Barker, Rev Charles Arthur, Chesterton, Stafford. April19. Dod and 
and Longstaffe, Berners st 

Beament, George, Park st, near St Albans, Hertford, Farmer. Feb 2. 
Pattison & Co, Lombard st 

Best, William, Holbeck, Leeds, Grocer. March 10. Middleten and 
Sons, Leeds 

Carter. William, Hersham, Surrey, Coal Merchant. Jan 31. Bell 
and Crowder, Kingston-upon-Thames 

Cashing, Francis, New Town, near Southend, Essex, Architect. Feb 
9. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Gibson, John, Crostawaite, Westmoreland, Bobbin Manufacturer. Feb 
14. Bolton, Kendal 

Ingleton, William, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Maltster. March *. 
Rhodes and Sons, Market Rasen 

Lisbeurn, Right Hon Ernest Augustus, Earl of, Crosswood, Cardigan. 
Feb 28. Tatham and Co, Lincolns’s inn fields 

Murray, Hon Emily, Dame, Wimbeldon Lodge, Surrey. Feb 28, Bram- 
we!l, Chester square 

— William, Fitzsoy square, Esq. Feb12. Oliver, Lincoln’s inn 

elds 
Pearson, William, Wigan, Lancashire, Auctioneer. Jan 12. Peace, 
igan 

Ridai, Amos, Torquay, Devon, Esq. Feb 2. Dransfield and Sons, 
Penistone, near Sheffield 

Roberts, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Feb 2. 
Baldwin, Buruley 

— John, Leeds, Book keeper. Feb 14. Simpson and Burrell, 


Stephens, Walter, Bristol,Gent. Feb 20. Livett, Bristol 

Sterdy, Daniel, senr, Priory rd, Wandsworth rd, Esq. Feb I4. 
Fladgate and Co, Craven st, Strand 

Swift, Elizabeth, Kingston-upon-Hull, Feb 3. Turner, Beverley 

Walker, Thomas, Headingley Hill, Leeds, Flex Spinner. March 31. 
Ford and Co, Leeds 

Yates, Thomas, Kennington rd, Gent. Feb 12. Whitaker and Weol- 
bert, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Yersier, William Pryce, Welshpoo!, Monrgomery, Gent. March 2. 
bourne and Owen, Dudley 


Fripary, Jan. 9, 1874, 
Andrews, Alexander, Albion grove, Stoke Newington, Gent. Feb 10. 


Law and Co, New square, Lincoln’s inn 

Baker, William, North Hill, Highgate, Farmer. Feb 24. Hammond, 
Farnival’s inn 

Balmforth, William, Cleckheaton, York, Currier. Feb 7. Scholefield 
and Taylor, Batley 

Bigg, Faversham, Kent, Gent. Feb 28. Johnson, Faversham 

Brown, Ann, Willenhall, Stafford. Feb 16. Davies, Birmingham 

Burroughes, Rev. Jeremiah, Lingwood, Norforlk. Feb 23. Fosters 
and Co, Norwich 

Chapman, Henry, Sheffield, Pawnbroker. Feb 10. Burdekin and Co, 
Sheffield 

Clark, John, Cork, Ireland, Staff Surgeon. Feb 15. Hillyer and Co, 
Fenchurch st 

Craig, Thomas Grive, Richmond, Surrey, Gent, Feb 2. Bircham and 
Co, Great Winchester st 

Eden, Hon. Dulcibella Mana, Hampton Coart Palace. Feb 16. Pownall 
and Co, Staple inn 

Froome, Mary Ann, Reading, Berks. Feb 10. Hoffman, Reading 

Greene, Charlotte Carter, Saint Leonards-oa-Sea, Sassax, April Ll. 
Langham and Son, Hastings 

Grundon, Thomas, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. March 2. Joel, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyno 

Hay, William John, Powis gardens, Bayswater, Esq. Feb 20. Tucker, 
Piccadilly 

Holden, Oliver, Liverpool, Coal Merchant. Feb 14. Yates and 
Martain, Liverpool 

Hynes, Stephen, Woolwich, Kent, Gent. Feb 28, Farnfield, Walbrook 

Lloyd, Frederick Alexis, Park rd, West Brompton, Esq. March 1. 
Guscotte and Co, Essex st, Strand : 

May, Sarah, Barnstaple. Feb 28. Willonghby and Cox, Clifford's inna 

May, William, Henry st East, Portland Town. Jan24. Drake and 
Son, Cloak lane, Cannon st ; 

Moore, Charlotte, Bingley, York. March 14. Wood and Killick, 
Bradford 

Moss, John, Waterloo, near Liverpoo:, Gent. Feb 1. Wilson, 
Liverpool 

Murray, Albert William, Great Ormond st, Bloomsbury. Retired Major 
in the Militia. Feo?1l. Hamilton, Great James st, Bedford row 

Myres, Miles, Preston, Lancashie, Gent. Feb2. Myres and Hoaghton, 

Treston 

Nettlefold, Henry Hope, Portland, Dorset, Surgeon. Fed 10, Steggall 
and Hooper, Melcombe Regis 

Pinder, Mary Elizabeth, Arbour square, Stepney. Febd9. Dawharn 
and Wise, March 

Ramsay, Allan Payne, Great Shelford, Cambridge, Farmer. March 1. 
Barlow and Co, Cambridge 

or, James Lye, Millbank, Esq. Feb 8. Cope & Co, Great George st 

Shadforth, Elizabeth, Nether Heworth Hall, Durham, Fed 10. 
Dickson, Alnwick 

Smith, Joseph, Acton, Middlessex, Market Gardener. Fed S$. Farnell 
and Briggs, Isieworth 

Taylor, Henry John, Beauchamp, near Tiverton, Deven, Fed 13, 
Rowclitte, Stegumber 

Trower, Penelope Frances, Uasted Wood, Surrey. Feb 16. Bell aad 
Co, Lincoln's.inn-flelds 

Walker, Rey John, Scarborough, York, Priest. Feb 24. Woodall and 
Woodall, Searborough 

Watson, John Ridges, Southampton, Coach Builder, Feb i4, Sharp 
and Co, Southampton 

Yates, Etizabeth, Kenningion rd, Feb 12, Baker, Old Jewry chambers 
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TvuxEspay, Jan 13, 1873. 
Alford, Martha Yeo, Fisherton Anger, Wilts. 
Co, Salisbury : 
‘ Allen, Thomas, Fortéess terrace, Kentish Town, Bricklayer. Feb 14. 
Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 
Austen, Albert George, Victoria st, Westminister, Major-General. 
Feb 23. Tweedie, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Boulter, Benjamin, Stanley terrace, Upper Holloway, Gent. March 25, 
MeMillin, Bloomsbury square 
Braddock, Joseph, Stockport, Chester, Yeoman. Feb 10. Johnson, 
Stockport 
Briden, William Evans, West Croydon, Surgeon. Feb 21. 
Piliey, Bedford row. 5 
Cecil, Clarence Frederick, Dronfield Lodge, Kilburn, Esq. Feb 2. 
Ward, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Cox, George Lissant, Liverpool, Iron Merchant. Dec 1. Holt and 
Rowe, Liverpool 
Crook, Thomas, Wigan, Lancashire, Tallow Chandler. Jan 31. Leader, 
Wigan. 
Curtis, Augusta, Sion row, Twickenham. Feb 20. Mz: Millin, Bloomsbury 


square 
Fountain, Nathaniel, Endsleigh st, Feb 23. 
Fed 25. 


March 25, Wilson and 


Wright and 


Saint Pancras, Esq. 
Hillearys, Feachurch buildings 

Garnett, Thomas, Kendall, Westmorland, 
Swainson, jun, Kendal 

Holden, Jane, Royton, Lancashire. March 1. Gartside, Ashton-under- 
Lyne 

Holden, John, Highlands, Royton, Lancashire, 
Marchl, Gartside, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Jamieson, Andrew, Gloucester square, Hyde Park, Esq. May 1, 
Hunter and Co, New square, Liocoln’s inn 

Layton, James, Middlesborough, York, Common Brewer. Feb 28. 

March 1. 


Chemist, 


Cotton Spinner. 


Crosby and Archer, Stockton-on-Tees 

Leeds, Samuel, sen, Southport, Lancashire, Irun Maker. 
Gartside, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Lewis, Maria, Tyler’s Green, Essex. Feb 23. Gibson, Chipping Ongar 

Pocock, Edward, Burton crescent, Gent. March 10. Angetl, Gresham st 

Ranken, Cecilia, Upper Berwick, near Lewes, Sussex. Feb 19. 
Randal! and Angier, Gray’s inn place 

Swinnerton, Robert, Weddington, Feb 28. 
Buchanan, Nuneaton 

Taylor, Joseph, Attercliffe, near Sheffield, Warehouseman. Jan 27, 
Cobbett and Co, Manchester 

Walrond, Rev. Theodore Augustus, Lee, Kent, Clerk. Feb 22. 

Feb 17. 


Warwick, Farmer. 


Hop- 
good, Whitehall place 

Westoby, Edward, Winteringham, Lincoln, Gent. 
and Son, Barton-on-Humber 

Wilcox, Zebedee, Whitechapel rd, Soda Water Manufacturer. 
Cooke, Gray’s inn square 

Yate, Rev. George Lavington, Wrockwardine, Silop, Clerk. 
17. Potts, Broseley 

Yates, George, Birmingham, Electro Plater, 

Co, Birmingham 


Brown 
Feb 21. 
March 


March 2. Whateley and 


Bankrupts. 
Faipay, Jan. 9, 1873. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Arthur, Tkomas, Clifton cresc2nt, Asylum rd, Old Kent rd, Gent. Pet 
Jan7. Soring-Rice. Jan 20 at 11.30 
Bunce, William, Irongate Wharf, Paddington, Wharfinger. 
Spring-Rice. Jan 22 at 11 
Buxton, Joseph Holmes, Compton terrace, Upper st, Islington, Surgeon. 
Pet Jan 5. Hazlitt- Jan 28 at 11 
Harris, Henry Lewis, Mansell st, Aldgate, Packing Case Maker. Pet 
Jan7. Spring-Rice. Jan 22 at 11.30 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Bext, Jane, Manchester, Milliner. Pet Jan 6. Kay. 
29 at 9.30 

Crawford, John, Sunderland, Durham, Sailmaker. 
Sunderland, Jan 27 at 12 

Jenkins, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Buailder. 
Swansea, Jan 21 at 12 

Owens, William, Pontyrenllwyd, Brecknock, Grocer. Pet Jan 5. Rees. 
Aberdare, Jan 22 at 11 

Tall, George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Oil Refiner. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Jan 27 at 12 


Pet Jan 7. 


Manchester, Jan 
Ellis. 


Jones. 


Pet Jan 5. 
Pet Jan 3. 


Pet Jan7. Phillips. 


Tuespay, Jan, 13, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Bescoby, Edward, Ashchurch terrace, New rd, Hammersmith, out of 
business. Pet Jan8. Pepys. Jan 27 at 11 

Condon, John, Kingsbridge place, Westferry rd, Millwall, Coal Mer- 
chant, PetJan 10. Roche. Jan20ut Il 

Kelham, George, Clifton villas, Herne hill, Builder. Pet Jan 9. Mur- 
ray» Jan 27 at ll 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bettle, William, Ramsgate, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 9. 
Callaway, Canterbury, Jan 23 at 2 

Bould, Thomas Edward, and Alfred James Bould, Longton, Stafford, 
Grocers. Pet Jan 9. Keary. Stoke-upon-Trent, Jan 26 at 3 

Butcher, James, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Pet Jan 7. Evershed. 
Brighton, Jan 28 at 1! 

East, Edward, Birmingham, Gunmaker. Pet Jan9. Chauntler. Bir- 
mingham, Jan 26 at 2 

Gilpin, Thomas, Norton, York, Tailor. Pet Jan 10. Rodgers. Sheffield, 
Jan 23 at 11 





Green, Joseph, jun, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Grocer. 
Walker. Great Yarmouth, Jan 26 at 2 

Mottram, George, Heeley, Sheffield, Potato Dealer. Pet Jan8. Wake, 
Sheffield, Jan 29 at 1 

Steward, Alfred Cnristopher, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, out of business, 
Pet Jan8. Walker. Great Yarmouth, Jan 23 at 12 4 

Toppin, Joseph, Penrith, Cumberland, Carrier, Pet Jan 8. Halton, 
Carlisle, Jan 26 at 2.39 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TouEspay, Jan, 13, 1874. 
Boutcher, Frederick, Preston-npon-Wye, Hereford, Farm sr. 


Pet Jan 8, 


Jan 10 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Jan. 9, 1874. 


Ainge, Thomas, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Hatter. Jan 23 at 19 
at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow-in-fur. 


ness 

Amos, Josiah, Smethwick, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 20 at 2 at 
offices of Burton, Union passage, Birmingham ' 

Aspden, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer, Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 
Gill, Hargreaves st, Burnley. Read, Burnley 

Bacon, Joseph, Newbold Verdon, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer. Jay 
23 at 3 at Cooks Temperance Hotel, Leicester. Rees, Chancery lang 

Baron, Edward Howarth, Maachester, Accountant. Jan 26 at 3 at office 
of Hampson, King st, Manchester 

Beech, James Barrington, Wharton, Cheshira, Chemist. Jan 21 at li 
at offices of Cooke, Middlewich 

Bell, George, Wickford, Essex, Grocer, Jan 23at2 at th: Saracen’s 
Hotel,Chelmsford. Woodward, Ingram court, Fenchurch st 

Bell, John Cambridge, Bathford, Somerset, Brewer. Jan 19 at 11 at 
the Castle Hotel, Bath, Dyer 

Blomley, Thomas, Bury, Lancashire, Stationer. Jan 21 at 3 at office of 
Anderton, Garden st, Bury 

Bradly, William, Little Essex st, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Jan20 
at 2 at office of Poole, Bartholomew close 

Broom, Edward, Ramsgate, Kent, Schoolmaster. Jan 26 at 3 at 108, 
High st, Ramsgate, Walford 

Broom, George Joseph, Coburg rd, Camberwell, Oilman. 
at 145, Cheapside. Robinson 

Calligan, Charles, Manchester, Joiner. Jas 26 at 3 at office of Ambler, 
Bloom st, Manchester 

Carver, ‘Thomas, Gotham, Notts, Blacksmith. Jan 26 at 11 at oficeof 
Roger. Willogunby House, Pavement, Nottingham. Mack 

Castle, John Thoma3, East Greenwich, Kent, Master Mariaer. Jang 
at 3 at the Unicorn Tavern, Horseferry rd, Greenwich. Chipperfield 
and Sturt, Trinity st, Southwark 

Cohen, Isaac, Sunderland, Durham, General Dealer. Jan 26 at 12 at 
offices of Longden, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Cohen, Michael Coleman, King st, Finsbury, East India Merchant. Jan 
27 at 2 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Cooke, Henry, and Robert Andrews Compton, Manchester, Yarn 
Polishers. Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Sale and Cv, Booth st, Manchester 

Copeman, William, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer, Jan 29 at 4 at office 
of Sadd, Church st, ‘i heatre st, Norwich 

Credland, William, Darnall, near Sheffield, Varnish Manafacturer. Jan 
19 at 12 at office of Porrett, Queen st, Sheffield 

Davison, John, Bradford, York, Coach Builder, Jan 24 at 11 at offices 
of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Dewdney, Thomas Worthy, aud William Richard Dewdney, Stoke 
Canon, Devon, Paper Makers. Jan 26 at | at the Bude Haven Hotel, 
St Sidwell, Exeter. Ford, Exeter 

Dodson, William, Liverpool, Car Proprietor. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of 
Gibson und Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Woodburn and Co, 
Liverpool 

Dodd, John, Manchester, Beer Retailer. Jan 31 at 3 at the Bird-in-. 
Hand, Vine st, Booth st, Hulme. Whitlow, Manchester 

Downes. John, Durham, out of business. Jan 23 at 11 at offices of 
Salkeld, Elvet bridge, Durham 

Eagle, Vincent, and John Henry Fraser, St George’s Wharf, Grand 
Surrey Canal, Camberwell, White Lead Manufacturers. Jan 28 atl 
at offices of Dixon and Co, Bedford row, Holborn 

Edmunds, John, Hopkinstown, Glomorgan, Grocer. Jan 22 at 12 at 
offices of Morgan, Market square, Pontypridd 

Edwards, Richard Butchers, Princetown, Devon, Shopkeeper. Jan 23 
at 12 at offices of Bridgman and Johnstone, Church lane, Tavistock 

Elliott, Thomas, Deenethorpe, Northampton, Wheelwright. Feb 3 at 11 
at offices of Richardson and Son, Oundle 


Jan 23 at 3 


Evans, George, Birmingham, Grocer. Jan 23 at 11 at offices of Free, 


Temple row, Birmingham 

Evans, Lewis, Brynmawr, Brecon, Haulier. 
Cox and Co, Market chambers, Brynmawr 

Fielden, James William, Southport, Lancashire, out of business. Jan 
22 at 2 at offices of Ford, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool. Ponton, 
Liverpool 

Fisher, Charles Allen, Gomersal, near Leeds, Bobbin Maker. Jan 27at 
3 at offices of Fawcett and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Fletcher, Robert John, Strand, Barman, Jan 29 at 11 at offices ot 
Spaull, Verulam buildings, Gray’s inn 

Ford, John Pointon, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Jan 23 at 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardeus, Manchester. Stead, Manchester 

Fraser, Bobert, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Iankeeper. Jan 23 at 
= at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow-in- 

urness 

Fretwell, Jane, Huddersfield, York, Milliner, Jan 21 at 11 at offices of 
Bottomley, New st, Huddersfield 

Goodhall, Edwin, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Ale Merchant. Jan 218612 
at 69, George st, Ryde. Urr. 

Goodwin, Joseph, Manchester, Fustian Dealer. Jan 23 at 8 at offices 

» of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Goodwins, Josiah, and Stephen Goodwins, King’s Lynv, Norfolk, 
Millers. Jan 27 at offices of Beloe, Athenzeud, King’s Lynn (in lieu 
of the place originally named) ‘ 

Greaves, Wallace McGuffon, Blackburn, Lancashire, General Drysalter. 
Jan 26 at 10.30 at offices of Jones, Princess st, Manchester 


Jan 27 at 12 at offices of 
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Hall, James, Wellington, Somerset, Cabinet Maker. Jan 23 at 1 at the 
nirrel Inn, Wellington. Ransom, Wellington 
George Albert, Teignmouth, Devon, Lodging house Keeper. 
Jan 23 at 3 at the Royal Hotel, Teigumouth, Pearson and Wildborne, 
Dawlish 
Henckel, Charles Frederick, Manchester, Merchant. 
offices of Grundy and Kershaw, Buooth st, Manchester 
ings, Henry, Berwick st, Soho, Ironmonger, Jan 17 at 11 at office 
of Willis, St Martin’s court, Leicester square 
Hilbert, Frederick Britt, Pimlico rd, Cheesemonger. Jan 22 at 2 at 
offices of Russell and Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Hoyle, William, Oldbam, Lancashire, Innkeeper, Jan 23 at ll at 
offices of Ascroft and Sons, Clegg st, Oldham 
Horst, John, Teddington, Middlesex, Builder. Jan 23 at 2 at offices of 
Wilkinson and Howlett, Bedford st, Covent garden 
Irving, George. Kirkdale, near Liverpool, out of business. Jan 23 at 3 
at offices of Vine, Dale st Liverpool. Blackhurst, Liverpool 
Jssacs, Abraham, Bristol, Tailor, Jan 26 at 3 at office of Emanuel, 
Walbrook, London 
r, John, Hindley, near Wizan, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler, 
2 22 at 3 at offices of Davies and Co, Bewsey chambers, Bewsey st, 
Warrington 
Jewers, Frederick, Northampton, Rivetter. Jan 20 at 1! at offices of 
Jeffery, Market square, Northampton 
Jones, David, St Asaph, Flint, Grocer, Jan 30 at 1 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Chester. Roberts, St Asaph 
Jones, John, St Neots, Huntingdon, General Draper. Jan 22 at 2 at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Stimson, Bedford 
Lamming, Charles James, Croydon, Surrey, Hosier. Jan 28 at 2 at 
99, Cheepside. Lewis and Lewis, Ely place, Holborn 
Lanz, Charles, Murray st, Hoxtor, Baker. Feb 5 at 3 at offices of 
Heathfield, Lincoln’s-inn fields 
k, Henry John, Eastbourne, Sussex, Clock Maker, Jan 23 at1l 
at office of Wheatcroft, Terminus rd, Easbourne 
Lazarus, Morris, and Samuel Lazarus, York st, London rd, Butchers. 
Jan 19 at 10 at office of Lind, Beaufort buildings, Strand 
ley, John Chaunter, Nottingham, Hairdresser. Jan 27 at (2 at offices 
of Heath, St Peter’s Church walk, Notiingham ‘ 
Ling, Tom Theophilus, Scarborough, York, Boot Dealer. Jan 22 at3 
at offices ot Hart, Hantress row, Scarborough. Watts 
Lord, George, Church, near Accrington, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 22 at 
$at7, St Jotn’s place, Biackburn. Backhouse and Whitham, 
Burnley 
lack, John William, Ealing Dean, Middlesex, Coal Merchant. 
at 3at offices of Button and Co, Heurietta st, Covent garden 
Maden, Richard, Brittania, near bacup, Laucashire, Mason. Jan 27 at 
3 at offices of Sykes, Bacup 
Marchant, William, New Corn Exchange, Mark lane, Corn Merchant, 
Jan 29 at 3 at offices of Challis, Clement’s lane. Easton 
Martin, Adam, Liverpool, Grocer. Jun 24 at 2 offices of Lowe, Castle 
st, Liverpool 
McArthur, Peter , East Ham, Essex, Licensed Victualler. Jan 27 at 2 
at offices of Rawlings, Bishopsgate st Within 
Meesenger, James Henry, High st, Hampstead, Artists’ Colourman. 
Jan 19 at 3 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall 
st. Downing, Basinghall st 
Mills, John, Birminzham, Timber Merchant. Jan 30 at 3 at offices of 
Rowlands ana Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Newton, Isaac, Eiackburn, Lancashire, Cloither. 
White Bear Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. 
Blackburn 
Nicholson, George Henry, Manchester, Commission Agent. Jan 17 at 
offices of Pritchard and Englefield, Painters’ Hall, Lictle Trinity lane 
(in lieu of the place originally named), Atkinson and Co, Marsden 
st, Manchester 
Jamez, Girtford, Bedford, Baker. Jan 22 at 12 at the Grey- 
d Hotel,Sandy. Tebbs, Bebford 
Petchell, George Thomas, Kettering, Northampton, Shoe Mannfac- 
turer. Jan 20 at 12 at office of Waiker, Market square, North- 
ampton 
Porter, William, Oxford st, Auctioneer. Jan 21 at 2 at 33 Gutter lane, 
Cheapside. Lindus 
Prichard, David, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, Licensed Victualler. Jan 
93 at 2 at the Railway Hotel, Bangor. Jones, Menai Bridge 
thal, Samvel, Sunderland, Durham, General Dealer. Jun 21 at 
9 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyns 
Sanders, Joseph, Everton, Lancaster, Cowkeeper. Jan Slat 2 at 
offices of Lowe, Custle st, Liverpool 
Slocock, Thomas Samuel William, Snape, Suffslk, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Jan 24 at 3 at o'tices of Pearce, Princes st, [pswich. Hill, Ipswich 
Smith, William, Landport, Southampton, Ironmonger. Jan 20 at 2 at 
145, Cheapside. King, Porcsea 
Steel, Richard George, Marlborough square, Carpenter. 
Offices of Cooper, Charing cross 
Swallow, William, Oldham, Lancashire, Manager. Jan 22 at 11 at 
of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
lor, Thomas, Burrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Potato Dealer. Jan 
23 at 12 at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness, Bradshaw, Barrows 
Furness 
Tempest, James, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. Jan 27 at 11 at offices 
Harris, Market st, Bradford 
Utton, Charles Richard, Rye laue, Peckham, Baker. Jan 26 at 1 at 
Offices of Jenkins, Tavistock st, Covent garden 
Waekfie!ld, Frank, Mares . dacknev, Fancy Goods Dealer. Jan 20a 
12 at offices of Sydney, Finsbury circus 
Whitaker, John, Halifax, York, Baker. Jan 23 at 4 at office of Storey, 
Cheapsiie, Halifax 
Williams, John, Dudley grove, Paddington, Cheesemonger. Jan 23 at 
2 at offices of Jones and Hall, King’s Arms yard, Moorgate st 
Wright, Robert Hodgson, Stretford, Lancashire, Traveller. Jan 20 at 
3 at offices of Fox, Princess st, Manchester 
Young, Robert John, Redcross st, Carpenter. Jan 24 at 12 at offices of 
Wells, Paternoster row 


Tuxspay, Jan, 13, 1874. 


Alcock, Jané, Stow-on-the-Wold, Gloucester, out of business. Jan 24 at 
Nat the Talbot Inn, Stow-on-the-Wold. Mace, Chipping Norton 


Jan 25 at 3 at 


Jan 19 


Jan 22 at 2 at the 
Hall and Holland, 


Jan 19 at 3 at 





Ashworth, James, Accrington, Lancashire, Chemis 

= of Bannister, Manchester rd, Accrington. 
urn 

Avery, Edwin, Birmingham, Hair Dresser. Jan 2 
Eaden, Bennet’. hill, Birmingham 

Banger, Samuel, jun, Pegwell Biy, Kent, Pnolican 2 
Bull and George Hotel, Ramsgate. Edwards, Ramsruce 

Baxter, Benjamin, Colchester, Essex,Grocer. Jan 
Lion Hotel, Colchester 

Beddoe, Alfred, and Henry Westwood Cooper, Birn 
Jan 23 at 12 at offices of East, Colmore row, Birm 

Bedwell, Charles, Hastings, Sussex, Licensed Victu 
at offices of Jonas, Havvll place, Hastings 

Biscombe, William, jun, Station rd. Cambridge terrace, 
Surveyor’s Clerk. Jan 28 at 2 at offices of Slater and 
hall chambers, Basinghallst. Burt, Argyll st 

Brushwood, John Pearce, Landport, Southampton, Paker 
11 at offices of Walker, Commercial rd, Landport 

Byrne, Julius Wilson Hetherington, Ueper Thames st 
Jan 26 at 12 at offices of Tatham, Queen Victoria st 

Cleaver, James, Birmingham, Jeweller. Jan 26 at ! 
Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Constable, Henry, Anerley rd, Surrey, Assistant 
Victualler. Feb 7 at 11 at offices of Wade, Clifford’s 

Cooper, Archambo, and Charies Ion Cooper, East 
Brewers. Feb 6 at liat the Bridge House Hotel, } 
Perry, Guildhall chambers, Basinghali st 

Cott, William Henry, Derby, Boot Manufacturer. 
of Harvey, Pock!ington's walk, Leicest+r 

Day, Thomas, Landport, Southampton, Builder. Jan 27 
of Walker, Commercial rd, Landport 

Dugay. Thomas, Winchester, Southampton, Builder. 
the Eagle Hotel, City rd, Winchester. Lee and Best, Ws 

Edwards, Edward, Hereford, Innkeeper. Jan 27 at I1 
Bodenham, Hereford 

Ellis, David Harbridge, Liverpool, Tobacconist. 
Vine, Dale st, Liverpdol. Ritson, Liverpool 

Floyd, Henry, Goodrich, Wereford, Innkeeper. 
of Innell, High st, Ross. Williams, Ross 

Fraeer, George, Rosher st, Stratfurd, Landscape Gardener. Jan 26 at 
2 at offices of Walker and Battiscomb>, Beaufort buildings, Strand 

Hall, Henry John, and Jame Dyer, Combe Mill, Monckton Combe, 
Somerset, Dye Wood Manufacturers. Jan 22 at 12 at 5, Westgate 
buildings, Bath 

Handley, Samuel, Nottingham, Greengroce-, 
sembly rooms, Low paveinent, Northampton. 

Henley, John, Jordan’s Farm, Udimore, Sussex, Farmer. 
12 at the George Ho‘el, Rye. Butler, Rye . 

Hewitt, John, Gloucester, Hosier. Jan 26 at 12atthe Bull Hotel, Ball 
lane, Gloucester, Corhett, Worce<ter 

Helmes, Peter George, West st, Hackney, Leather Seller. 
at offices of Buchanan, Basinghall st 

Holt, Dan, Thornhill, York, Joiaer. 
Inn, Dewsbary. Walker 

Jewers, Frederick, Northampton, Grocer. 
Jeffery, Market #quare, Northampton 

Jvhnson, William Jarrot, Traps Green, Wootton Wawen, Warwick, 
Farmer. Jan 22 at 12 at offices of Jones, Alcester 

Jones, John, Birmingham, Fishmonger, Jan 19 at 12 at offices of Fal- 
lows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

King, Samuel Richard, Stokenchurch, Oxford, Draper. Jan 28 at 12 at 
the Falcon Hotel, High Wycombe. Batting, Great Marlow 

Kuhn, Emil, Birmingham, Die Sinker. Jan 26 at IL at offices of 
Cottrell, Newhal’ st, Birmingham 

Lamport, Charles, Fareham, Southampton, [ronmonger. Jan 27 at 4 at 
offices of King, Union st, Portsea 

Law, William. Compton, Stafford, Charcoal Dealer. Jan 23 at 3 at 
offices of Dallow, Queen square, Wolverhampton 

Lewis, David William, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Chemist. 
offices of Atwood, Aberystwith 

Lincoln, John Andrews, Park place, Caledonian ri, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer. Jan22 at 11 at offices of Butterfield, Ironmonger 
lane 

Lockwood, William, Preston, Lancashire, Druggist. Jan 26 at 2 at 
Watson and Son‘s Auction Rooms, Preston, Cunliffa and Watson, 
Preston 

Lofthouse, Thomas, Lower Darwen, near Biackburn, Lancashire, 
Cotton Manufacturer. Jan 27 at{3 at offices of Malcolm an Co, Crom- 
ford court, Manchester. Wheeler and Co, B'ackbarn 

Lord, Jeremiah, Bury, Lancasvire, Boot Dealer. Jan 27 at 4 at offices 
of Addleshaw and Warb orton. King st, Manchester 

Moss, John, Loughton, Essex, Veter nary Surgeon. Jan 26 at 2 at the 
Prussia Inn, Stratford. Maynard, Clifford’s inn 

Nobes, William Charles, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Miller. 
offices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Nutt, James. Tipton, Staffori, Retail Brewer. Jan 22 at 11 at offices 
of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

Oliver, Walter, Normanby, York, Tailor, Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 
Hunton and Bolsover, High st, Stockton on-Tees 

Palmer, Frederick James, Sevington st, Paddington, Builder’s Fore- 
man, Jan 22 at 10 at office of Lewis, Chancery lane. Long, Black- 
friars 

Paynter, William, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. Jan 24 at 11 at office 
of Belk, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 

Peacock. Albert John, East Moulsey, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 30 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Merriman and Co, Queen st 

Pearson, Joseph, Nettleham, Lincola, Labourer. Jan 3lat 11 at office 
of Harrison, Bank st, Lincoln 

Pickard, Joe!, Dewsbury, York, Shopkeeper. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of 
Harle, Victoria chambers, South parade, Leeds 

Pike, William Henry, Burbage Wharf, Wilts, Coal Merchant, Jan 27 
at 2 at the Suvernake Forest Hotel, Burbage. Dixon 

Pole, Edward, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Jan 21 at 10 atoffice 
of East, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Powell, George Edward, St Benet place, Gracechurch st, Wine 
Merchant. Jan 26 at 12 at offices of Chandler, Coleman st. Miller, 
King st, Cheapside 


Jan ¢ 


Feb 9 at 3 at offices of 
Jan 27 at 12at offices 


Jan 27 at 3 at the As- 
Cranch and Co 
Jan 31 at 


Feb6 at 12 
Jan 27 at 10 at the King’s Arms 


Jan 2) at 11 at offises of 


Jan 30 at llat 


Jan3i at 
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ces cf Philips, Sray’s irn square 

~e, Auctioneer. Jan 26 at 3 at office of Waanop, 

cotch st, Carlisle 

tadford-on-Avon, Wilts, Painter. Jan 22 at 2 at 
Son, Union st, Bath. Shrapnell, Bradford-on- 

Avon 


Rutherford, T Kirkley, Blackburn, Lancashire, Schoolmaster. 
Jan 38 at 3a .0 of Hall and Holland, Northgate, Blackburn 
Sanderson, \\«r \atord, Beaufort terrace, Nunhead, Peckham Rye, 
Brewe! 24at 1) at offices of Dormer, Moorgate st. Pullen 
Smith, wet, Hereford, Engineer. Jan 27 at 11 at the Green 
Dragon Hotel, Broad st, Hereford. Bodenham, Hereford 
mith, Wiiem, Hayes, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Jan 26 at3 at 
offic f Neave, London wall 
Stat Robert Smith, Trinity terrace, Tredegar square, Buw 
t. Jan 24 at 1 at office of Catlin, Basinghall st 
tworth, Richmond, Surrey, no occupation, Jan 27 
Lawrence and Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Rardsley Tonge, and Joshua William Tonege, Staly- 
scers. Jan 19 at 3at office of Buckley, Stamford st, 


é st, Charles, Noor Windsor, Berks, Bookseller. Jan 29 at 3 at 
Robin 


son, John, ¢ 
Warruther’s cour 

Rossiter, redex 
offices of Poe 


ngham, Victualler. Jan 27 at 12 at offices of 
pe. Thurland st, Nottingham 
i ngham, Provision Dealer. Jan 24 at 11 at offices 
Davies onew’s hill, Birmingham 
Wateborn, Citton John, Church road, Homerton, Grocer. Jan 22 at 3 
at offices of Lind, Beaufort buildings, Strand 
Wayborn, Lewis, Streatham, Surrey, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 26 at 2 
at offices of Slater and Pannell, Guildha)l chambers. Hewiit 
Westmoreland, Edwin,and William Westmoreiand, Nottingham, Sewing 
Machine Manufacturers. Jan 26 at 12 at the Assembly rooms, Low 
pavement, Nottingham. Ashwell 
Young, William, Trevor square, Knightsbridge, Draper. Jan 20 at 12 
at office of Pilkethly, Friday st, Cheapside 
Zuccani, David Winter Ernest, Hamilton place, Highbury, Cabinet 
Maker. Jan 30 at 2 at offices of Pritchard and Co, Painter’s Hall 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
$o their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
be obtained, or wil! be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Office, 2 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
BAKER-STREET.—Great Attractions.—The CARRIAGE used 
by NAPOLEON III. at Metz, Chalons, and Sedan, with numerous relics 
of the campaign of 1870. Portrait Models of MARSHALS BAZAINE 
and McMAHON, M. THIERS, FRANCIS JOSEPH of AUSTRIA, and 
the SHAH of PERSIA, with the original autograph and testimonial 
presented to Madame Tussaud and Sons, July 3rd, 1873, as a souvenir 
of His Imperial Majesty’s visit, are now added ; also, new superb and 
costly Court dresses. Admission, Is. Children under ten, 6d, Extra 
rooms, 6d. Open from 10 a.m. till 10 p.m. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Travellers’ Safety.— 
TWO new LECTURES—the first, SAFETY AT SEA (in which 

will be discussed the best method of lowering boats); the second lec- 
ture, SAFETY ON LAND (in which railway matters will be discu ssed) 
will shortly follow. Mr. Howard Paul during the week. Jane Con- 
quest. Sugar and the Silber Light, by Professor Gardner. Domestic 
Electricity, Mr. King. Other entertainments. Open 12 and 7. Ad- 
mission 1s, 











YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 


Every description of Printing. 
Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 
Appeals Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
Books Newspapers 
Pamphlets Circulars 
Reports Posters 
Rule Handbills, &c., &c. 





0 SOLICITORS, GUARDIANS, OR PARENTS. 
—A éesirable Home is offered for a Young Lady in the family of 

a Professional gentleman, in a pleasant and healthy part of London, 
with agreeable and improving society. Liberal terms.—Address, 
M. D., care of Davies & Co., Advertising Agents, Finch-lane, Cornhill. 


USTRALIAN ARCHIVES. — HEIRS OR 

NEXT OF KIN —Registers of Births, Marriages, and Deaths, 

from 1787, Alphabetically indexed.—Apply to Baxer & Narang, 3, 
Crosby-square, E.C. 


O SOLICITORS and OTHERS. — NEW 

BRIDGE-STREET.—TO BE LET.—First-class suites of Offices 

on the Ground, First, Second, and Third-floors of excellent newly deco- 

rated premises, also extensive cellarage on Basement.— Full particul ars 
of Messrs, Dusennam, Tewson, & Fasmur, 80, Cheapside. 








Just published, price 2s. 6d. post free, : 
PROLLDING SOCIETIES and BORROWERS, 


a pg ea — Tables protective of their 
several Interests. SE, Esq , Barrister-at-' author 
of the “Practical Man.” aint tan, 
London: W. Maxwe... & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 
DOWELL’S INCOME TAX LAWS. _ 
Just published, 8vo, 12s. 6d. cloth. 

i lees INCOME TAX LAWS at present in Fores 

in the United Kingdom, With Practical Notes, Appendi and 
a Copious Index. By STEPHEN DOWELL, M.A.,, of Lincoln’s Inn 
Assistant Solicitor of Inland Revenue. ; 
London: Burrerwortas, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers 


DOWELL’S STAMP DUTIES AND STAMP LAWS, 
8vo, 128. 6d. cloth. 
A HISTORY and EXPLANATION of the 
’ STAMP DUTIES; the Origin of Stamp Duties; Observations 
on the Stamp Duties in Foreign Countries and the Stamp Laws g¢ 
Present in Force in the United Kingdom. With Notes, Appendices, 
and a copious Index. By STEPHEN DOWELL, M.A., of Lincoln's 
Inn; Assistant Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
London : Burrerwoxtus, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers, 


STE PHEN’S ee MMENTARIES. SEVENTH 


Now ready, 4 vols., 8vo0, £4 4s. cloth. 


R. SERJEANT. STEPHEN’S NEW COM. 

MENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF ENGLAND, partly founded 

on Blackstone. Seventh Edition. By JAMES STEPHEN, Esq., LLD., 

Judge of County Courts; late Recorder of Poole, and formerly Pro. 
fessor of English Law at King’s Coilege, London. 

London: Burrerwortus, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers, 











BYLES ON BILLS OF EXCHANGE,—ELEVENTA EDITION, 
Just published, demy 8vo, price 25s. cloth. 
TREATISE of the LAW of BILLS OF 
EXCHANGE, PROMISSORY NOTES, BANK-NOTES, and 
CHECKS. By the Right Honourable Sir JOHN BARNARD BYLES, 
late one ofthe Judges of her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas. The 
Eleventh Edition, with Notes from the Fifth American Edition, by 
5 rag BARNARD BYLES, Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister- 
at-Law. 
London: Henry Sweet, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Bookseller and 
Publisher, 





Just Published, price 7s. 6d., 
SECOND EDITION, WITH EMENDATIONS, 
BLACKSTONE ECONOMIZED ; 

BEING A COMPENDIUM OF 


THE LAWS OF ENGLAND 


THE PRESENT TIME. 


By DAVID MITCHELL AIRD, Esq, 
ofthe Middle Temp!e, Barrister-at-Law. 

«A most admirable work for Jaw students, for whose use it has been 
compiled, appears with the title ‘‘ Blackstone Economized ; a Compen+ 
dium of the Laws of England to the Present Time.” ‘he author is 
D avid Mitchell Aird, Esq., Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. The 
book is most compendious, and cn an excellent plan.”—Daily Telegraph, 
Dee 29, 1873. 

“It is probably with a view to the utility of sucha work for educw 
tional purposes that Lord Selborne has accepted the dedication of it, 
and we think beginners will find its method thoroughly practical.” 
Spectator, March 1, 1873. 

London: Loncmans, GREEN, & Sone Paternoster-row, aud all Book- 

sellers, 





LAY BOOK-KEEPING, by Mr. G. J. KAIN, 
F.S.8., of the firm of Kain, Bullen, Eldridge, and Co., Law Ae 
ountants. THREE METHODS, viz.,, Single and Double Column 
ystems (in one volume) 7s, 6d.; Triple Column (ninth edition) 6s. 
Warertow & Sons, Birchin-lane, and London-wall, 





HE LAW ALMANACK for 1874, price 9d 

Published by Tuomas Scorr, Warwick-court, Holborn; SurTasY 

& Co., Paternoster-row , PeAcocg, Salisbury-square; and sold by all 
Law Booksellers and Stationers, 


“The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate us 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedil 
in the proper form for registration and distribution, SHA 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, Com 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &¢., 49, Fleet: 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
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